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NOTICES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  FEDERAL  INSECTICIDE, 
FUNGICIDE,  AND  RODENTICIDE  ACT 

Nos.  170-200 


The  following  notices  of  judgment  relate  to  eases  arising  in  the  United  States 
District  Courts  and  are  approved  for  publication  as  provided  in  section  6  of  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  1946  ed.  Supp. 
AM35d). 

M.  R.  Clarkson, 
Acting  Administrator,  Agricultural  Research  Service. 

Washington,  D.  C,  Mar.  '/,  195'/. 


170.  Misbranding  and  adulteration  of  "KLOMINE  *  *  *  DISINFECTANT 
COMPOUND"  and  lack  of  required  information,  misbranding  and  adul- 
teration of  "LICRES."  U.  S.  V.  ACME  CHEMICAL  COMPANY,  a  cor- 
poration. Plea  of  not  guilty  on  counts  two,  three,  and  five,  and  plea  of 
nolo  contendere  on  counts  one  and  four.  Fine  of  $250  on  each  of  counts 
one  and  four,  or  a  total  of  $590.  Counts  two,  three,  and  five  dismissed. 
( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  lOG.    I.  D.  Nos.  17971  and  17975. ) 

Upon  examination,  the  product  "KLOMINE  *  *  *  DISINFECTANT  COM- 
POUND," was  found  to  have  a  phenol  coefficient  of  0.25  against  E.  ti/pliosa  and 
0.0(J  against  S.  aureus  instead  of  a  phenol  coeflicient  of  1.4  as  claimed  on  the 
label.  Further  examination  of  the  product  showed  that  the  labeling  did  not  con- 
tain directions  for  use.  which  are  necessary  and,  if  complied  with,  adequate  for 
the  protection  of  the  public. 

Upon  examination,  the  product  "LICRES"  was  found  to  have  a  phenol  coeffi- 
cient of  4.0  against  E.  tiipJio.sa  and  2.7  against  *S'.  aureus  instead  of  a  phenol  co- 
effii'ient  of  (5.3  as  claimed  on  the  label.  Further  examination  of  the  product 
showed  that  the  labeling  of  the  product  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  the  net  weight 
or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  container,  or  an  ingredient  statement  as  required 
by  the  act. 

On  September  12,  1951,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Wisconsin,  acting  upon  a  rei)ort  by  the  Secretary  of  AgTiculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  information  alleging  that  the  Acme  Chemical  Com- 
pany, a  corporation,  on  or  about  .June  10,  1949  and  August  31,  1949,  tr.insported 
the  above-named  products  interstate  from  Milwaukee,  Wis.,  to  Council  Bluffs, 
Iowa,  and  Hampton,  Iowa,  and  that  each  of  the  products  was  an  econo'mio  poison 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 

In  count  one  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  "KLOMINE  *  *  *  DISIN- 
FECTANT COMPOUND"  was  misbranded  in  that  the  label  .-stated  m  part: 
"KLOMIXE  *  *  *  DISINFECTANT  COMPOUND  Antiseptic  .  .  .  Deodor- 
ant .  .  .  Cleanser  A  liifih  quality  disinfectant  cleanser,  antiseptic  an<l  deodor- 
ant. Phenol  coefficient  1.4  (H.  L.  Method),  '^  *  *"  whereas  the  product  liad  a 
phenol  coefficient  of  less  thau  1.4  by  the  II.  L.  Method. 
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In  count  one,  it  was  also  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbrauded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  in  that  the  labeling  accompanying  it  did  not  contain  directiony 
for  use,  which  are  necessary  and,  if  complied  with,  adequate  for  the  protection  of 
the  public. 

In  count  two  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the  professed  stand- 
ard or  quality  as  expressed  on  its  labeling  since  the  labeling  stated  in  part: 
"Phenol  coefficient  1.4  (H.  L.  Method)"  whereas  the  product  had  a  phenol  coeffi- 
cient of  less  than  1.4  by  the  H.  L.  Method. 

In  count  three  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  "LICRES"  did  not  have  affixed 
to  its  immediate  container  a  label  bearing  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or 
measure  of  the  content  as  required  by  the  act. 

In  count  four  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  "LICRES"  was  misbranded  in 
that  its  label  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  percent- 
age of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the 
inert  ingredients,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  names  of  each  of  the 
active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the  i>ercentage 
of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the 
inert  ingredients. 

In  count  four  it  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  "LICRES"  was  mis- 
branded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  tiie  labeling  bore  statements  rela- 
tive to  the  product  which  were  false  or  misleading  since  the  label  stated  in  part : 
"LICRES  A  highly  refined  liquor  cresolis  disinfectant,  antiseptic  and  detergent 
for  hospital  use  in  surgery  and  obstetrics.  Xon-staining.  non-caustic,  does  not 
corrode  metal  or  aftect  rubber.  I'henol  coefficient  6.5  (H.  L.  Method).  Inert 
matter,  water,  371/2%.  *  *  *  RECOMMEXDEl)  DILUTIONS  For  general  use  in 
surgical  and  obstetrical  antisepsis,  a  2  to  4%  solution  of  Licres  is  recommended. 
*  *  *"  whereas  the  product  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  less  than  6.3  by  the  H.  L. 
Method  and  was  not  non-caustic. 

In  count  five  it  was  alleged  that  the  prodiict  was  adulterated  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  act  in  that  its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  or 
quality  as  expressed  on  its  labeling  since  the  labeling  stated  in  part :  "Phenol 
coefficient,  6.3  (H.  L.  Method)"  whereas  the  product  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of 
less  than  6.3  by  the  H.  L.  Method. 

On  September  3,  1952,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  on  counts 
one  and  four  and  not  guilty  on  counts  two,  three,  and  five,  and  on  March  9.  1953, 
the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $250  each  on  counts  one  and  four,  or  a  total  of  $500. 
Counts  two,  three,  and  five  were  dismissed. 

171.  Lack  of  required  information  on  label,  difference  in  composition  as  repre- 
sented in  connection  with  its  registration,  misbranding,  and  adulteration 
of  "Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant:"  difference  m  composition  as  repre- 
sented in  connection  with  its  registration,  misbranding,  and  adultera- 
tion of  "Pine-Crown  Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant  Coefficient  5  F.  D.  A." 
and  "Griffen's  Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant  Coefficient  5  F.  D.  A.;" 
misbrandinfj  and  adulteration  of  "Philmark  Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfect- 
ant Coeffi-ient  5  F.  D.  A.;"  lack  of  registration  of  "Kor-X-All  Insect 
Killer;"  difference  in  substance  from  the  representations  made  in  con- 
nection with  its  registration,  and  misbranding  of  "Aerosol  Glyco-San;" 
and  misbranding  and  adulteration  of  "Supersol  Bowl  Cleaner.  Disin- 
fects, Deodorizes  As  It  Cleans!"  L^.  S.  v.  Bernard  R.  Freudenthal, 
Elsa  L.  Freudenthal,  and  Agnes  L.  David,  co-partners  trading  as  Chem- 
ical Service  of  Baltimore.  Elsa  L.  Freudenthal  and  Agnes  L.  David 
dropped  as  party  defendants  and  count  fourteen  struck  from  the  infor- 
mation. Plea  of  guilty  by  Bernard  R.  Freudenthal.  Fine  $2,000  and  costs 
/I.  F.  &  R.  No.  169.  I.  D.  Nos.  18774.  18781.  220.57,  2233S,  22345,  22397,  and 
•22783). 

Upoii  examination,  the  product  "Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant"  wa.s  f.ound 
to  consist  ol*  water,  soap,  isopropyl  alcohol,  light  wood  distillate,  chlorinated 
phenol,  and  a  small  amount  of  Pine  Oil.  A  sample  of  "Pine-Crown  Forified  Pine 
Oil  Disinfectant  Coefficient  5  F.  D.  A."  was  found  to  consist  of  water,  soap,  iso- 
propyl alcohol,  light  wood  distillate,  chlorinated  phenol,  and  a  small  amount  of 
pine  oil,  and  a  phenol  coeffcient  of  0.8  instead  of  a  phenol  coefficient  of  5  as 
claimed.    A  gtimple  of  "Philmark  Fortified  Piile  Oil  Disinfectant  Coefficient  5  F. 
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I).  A."'  was  found  U>  euusist  of  water,  soap,  isopropyl  alcohol,  light  wood  distil- 
late, chlorinated  phenol,  and  a  small  amount  of  pine  oil,  and  had  a  phenol  coeffi- 
cient of  1.7  instead  of  a  phenol  coeffitient  of  5,  as  claimed.  A  sample  of  "Aerosol 
Glyco-San"  was  an  aerosol  bomb  containing  methyl  dodecyl  benzyl  trimethyl 
ammonium  chloride,  isopropyl  alcohol,  triethylene  glycol,  propylene  glycol,  and 
a  pj'opellent.  A  sample  of  "Supersol  Bowl  Cleaner,  Disinfects,  Deodorizes  As 
It  Cleans  1"  was  found  to  contain  23.26  percent  of  hydrogen  chloride  instead  of 
28  percent  as  claimed.  A  sample  of  "Griffen's  Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant 
Coefficient  5  F.  I).  A."  was  found  to  consist  of  water,  soap,  isopropyl  alcohol, 
light  wood  distillate,  chlorinated  phenol,  and  a  small  amount  of  pine  oil,  and  to 
have  a  phenol  ct)efficient  of  0.5  instead  of  a  phenol  c*oefficient  of  5,  as  claimeu. 

On  Septeml)er  ir,,  V.)~)'2,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Mary- 
land, acting  uix>n  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  information  against  Bernard  R.  Freudenthal,  Elsa  L.  Freudenthal,  and 
Agnes  L.  David,  co-partners  trading  as  Chemical  Service  of  Baltimore,  alleging 
shipments  in  interstate  commerce  on  or  about  January  81,  1951,  March  1,  1951, 
October  3.  1950.  October  10,  1950.  January  24,  1951,  and  December  11,  1950  of 
quantities  of  "Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant."  "'Pine-Crown  Fortified  Pine  Oil 
Disinfectant  Coefficient  5,"  "Kor-X-All  Insect  Killer,"  "Philmark  Fortified  Pine 
Oil  Disinfectant  (Coefficient  5  F.  D.  A.,"  "Aerosol  Glyco-Sau,"  "Supersol  Bowl 
Cleaner,  Disinfects,  Deodorizes  As  It  Cleans,"  and  "Griffen's  Fortified  Pine  Oil 
Disinfectant  Coefficient  5  F.  D.  A."  from  Baltimore.  Md..  into  the  States  of 
Indiana.  Massachusetts,  Connecticut,  New  Jersey,  and  the  District  of  Columbia, 
In  violation  of  the  act. 

In  count  cue  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  "Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant" 
was  an  economic  poison  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  and  that  it  was  in 
violation  in  that : 

(1)  Tlie  product  did  not  have  affixed  to  each  of  its  immediate  containers  a 
label  bearing  the  name,  brand,  or  trade-mark  under  which  the  product  was  sold. 

(2)  The  product  did  not  have  affixed  to  each  of  its  immediate  containers  a 
label  bearing  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  such 
container. 

In  count  two  it  was  alleged  that  the  composition  of  the  product  differed  from 
its  composition  as  represented  in  connection  with  its  registration  in  that  the 
product  contained  an  oil  other  than  pine  oil,  to  wit :  a  light  wood  distillate, 
which  was  not  named  as  a  component  of  the  product  in  connection  with  its 
registration. 

In  count  three  it  was  alleged  that  the  "Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant"  was 
misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  accompanying  labeling  did 
not  contain  directions  for  use  which  are  necessary,  and,  if  complied  with, 
adequate  for  the  protection  of  the  public. 

In  count  three  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  misbranded  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  the  labels  on  its  containers  did  not  bear  an 
ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  active  ingredient, 
together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  or  an  ingredient  state- 
ment giving  the  name  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  name  of  each 
and  tlie  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingi-edients. 

In  count  four  it  was  alleged  that  the  "Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant"  was 
adulterated  in  that  an  oil  other  than  pine  oil.  to  wit :  a  light  wood  distillate, 
had  been  substituted  wholly  or  in  part  for  the  pine  oil  claimed  to  be  present. 

In  count  four  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  adulterated  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the  professed 
standard  or  quality  under  which  it  was  sold. 

In  count  five  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  "Pine-Crown  Fortified  Pine  Oil 
Disinfectant  Coefficient  5  F.  D.  A."  was  in  violation  of  the  act  in  that  the  com- 
position of  the  product  differed  from  its  composition  as  represented  in  connection 
with  its  registration,  in  that  it  contained  an  oil  other  than  pine  oil,  to  wit :  a 
light  wood  distillate,  which  was  not  named  as  a  component  of  the  product  in 
connection  with  its  registration. 

In  count  six  it  was  alleged  that  the  "Pine-Crown  Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disin- 
fectant Coefficient  5  F.  D.  A."  was  adulterated  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
in  that  an  oil  other  than  pine  oil  had  been  substituted  wholly  or  in  part  for 
the  pine  oil  claimed  to  be  present. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  adulterated  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  or 
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quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  since  Its  labeling  stated  in  part,  "Coefficient 
5  F.  D.  A.,"  which  implied  or  represented  that  the  product  had  a  phenol  coefficient 
of  5  F.  D.  A.,  whereas,  the  phenol  coefficient  of  the  product  was  less  than  5 
F   D   A. 

In  count  seven  it  was  alleged  that  the  "Pine-Crown  Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disin- 
fectant" was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  labeling  bore 
the  statements : 

"Pine-Crown  Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant  Coefficient  5  F.  D.  A. 
Contains  Pine  Oil  Fortified  With  Other  Potent  Bactericidal  Agents 

*  *     * 

Contents — Active  Ingredients 
Pine  oil 
Soap 

Isopropyl  Alcohol 
Ortho-Benzyl-Para-Chlorophenol 
Inert  Ingredients 

Water  10% 

*  *     * 

Directions  For  Use 
Be  sure  all  dirt  is  swept  up  and  removed  before  applying  disin- 
fectant.    For  proper  disinfectation,  surface  should  be  thoroughly 
wetted  with  disinfectant  solution  as  described  below : 

Solution  A :  Use  1  part  of  Dis.  with  100  parts  of  water 
Solution  B  :  Use  1  part  of  Dis.  with  200  parts  of  water 
Coefficient  5  F.  D.  A.  against  E.  Typhi 

As  a  Disinfectant 
For  Urinals  and  Toilets :  Clean  daily  with  Solution  A.     Pour  ex- 
cess solution  in  pail  down  urinal  drains.  ,    .,^. 
For  Public  Places :  In  schools,  hotels,  theatres,  office  buildings,  etc. 
wash  freely  all  floors,  desks,  etc.  with  Solution  A. 
Cuspidors  :  Clean  with  Solution  A.    Leave  small  amount  m  cuspidor. 
Garbage  Receptacles,  Etc.:  Wash  entire  surface  thoroughly  with 

Telephoiie  and  Dictating  Machine  Mouthpieces :  Wash  thoroughly 

KennelT  SUbles,  Chicken  Houses,  Etc. :  Wash  all  surfaces  thor- 
oughly with  Solution  A.  Allow  to  remain  for  approximately  10 
minutes  and  then  mop  up  thoroughly  with  clear  water. 

*  if.  *" 

Which  were  false  or  misleading  since  the  statements  implied  or  represented 
!T  V?i.rf.;r.rWf  n^  was  stronger  and  more  effective  for  disinfecting  purposes 
tfai  ^n  mSiary  p  il  oil  diSnfeftant ;  (2)  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  5  0  F.  D.  A^ 
SSiocragaSist  L'.  typhi  (S.  typhosa)  ;  (3)  contained  no  oil  other  than  pine 
Jil  and  S  when  used  as  directed  could  be  relied  upon  to  disinfect  urinals, 
Toilets  cusp  dors,  garbage  receptacles,  telephone  and  dic-Uitiug  machine  mouth- 
nieces  floors  and  desks  in  schoils,  hotels,  theatres,  and  office  buildings,  surfaces 
in  kennels  stables  and  chicken  houses,  and  all  other  surfaces,  articles,  and 
imcenmplieTby  he  abbreviation  "etc.";  whereas,  the  product:  (1)  was  not 
sSongei  and  more  eiTective  for  distinfecting  purposes  than  an  ordinary  pine 
oil  disinfectant :  (2)  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  substantially  less  than  o.O  I  .  D.  A. 
MetLdVglinst  E.  typhi  S.  typhosa);  (3)  contained  oil  other  than  pine  oil 
to^idt  a  light  wood  distillate;  and  (4)  when  used  as  directed  could  not  be 
relied  upon  to  disinfect  urinals,  toilets,  cuspidors,  garbage  receptacles,  telephone 
and  dictating  machine  mouthpieces,  floors  and  desks  in  schools,  hotels,  theatres, 
and  office  buildings,  surfaces  in  kennels,  stables  and  chicken  houses,  and  all 
other  surfaces,  articles,  and  places  implied  by  the  abbreviation     etc. 

In  count  eight  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  "Koi-X-All  Insect  Killer"  was 
in  violation  of  the  act  in  that  it  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculure  as  required  under  section  4  of  the  act.  ^-fi  ^  t,-„„  nii 

^In  count  nine  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  "Philmark  Fortified  Pme  Oil 
Distinfectant  Coefficient  5  F.  D.  A."  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act,  in  that  its  labeling  bore  the  statements  : 
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"PHILMARK 

FORTIFIED 

PINE  OIL  DISINFECTANT 

COEFFICIENT  5  F.  D.  A. 

CONTAINS  PINE  OIL  FORTIFIED  WITH 

OTHER  POTENT  BACTERICIDAL  AGENTS 


DIRECTIONS  FOR  USE 

Be  sure  all  dirt  is  swept  up  and  removed  before  applying  disin- 
fectant.    For   proper   disinft'Ction,    surface    isliould    be    thoroughly 
wetted  with  disinfectant  solution  as  described  below  : 
Solution  A  :  Use  1  part  of  Dis.  with  100  parts  water 
Solution  B  :  Use  I  part  of  Dis.  with  200  parts  water 
Coefficient  5  F.  D.  A.  against  E.  Typhi 

AS  A  DISINFECTANT 

For  Urinals  and  toilets :  Clean  daily  with  Solution  A.  Pour  excess 
solution  in  pail  down  urinal  drains. 

For  Public  Places :  In  schools,  hotels,  theatres,  office  buildings,  etc., 
wash  freely  all  floors,  desks,  etc.,  with  Solution  A. 
Cuspidors :  Clean  with  Solution  A.     Leave  small  amount  in  each 
cuspidor. 

Garbage  Receptacles,  etc. :  Wash  entire  surface  thoroughly  with  So- 
lution A. 

Telephone  and  Dictating  Machine  Mouthpieces :  Wash  thoroughly 
with  Solution  A. 

Kennels,  Stables,  Chicken  Houses,  etc. :  Wash  all  surfaces  thor- 
oughly with  Solution  A.  Allow  to  remain  for  approximately  10 
minutes  and  then  mop  up  thoroughly  with  clear  water. 


which  were  false  or  misleading,  since  the  statements  implied  or  represented  that 
the  product :  (1)  was  stronger  and  more  effective  for  disinfecting  purposes  than 
ordinary  pine  oil  disinfectant;  (2)  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  5.0  F.  D.  A. 
Method  against  E.  typhi  (S.  iyphosa)  ;  and  (3)  when  used  as  directed  could 
be  relied  upon  to  disinfect  urinals,  toilets,  public  places,  cuspidors,  garbage  re- 
ceptacles, telephone  and  dictating  machine  mouthpieces,  kennels,  stables,  chicken 
houses,  and  all  other  surfaces,  articles,  and  places  implied  by  the  abbreviation 
"etc.";  whereas,  the  product  (1)  was  not  stronger  and  more  effective  for  dis- 
infecting purposes  than  ordinary  pine  oil  disinfectant;  (2)  had  a  phenol  coef- 
ficient of  substantially  less  than  5.0  F.  D.  A.  Method  against  E.  typhi  {8. 
typhosa)  ;  and  (3)  when  used  as  directed  could  not  be  relied  upon  to  disinfect 
urinals,  toilets,  public  places,  cuspidors,  garbage  receptacles,  telephone  and 
dictating  machine  mouthpieces,  kennels,  stables,  chicken  houses,  and  all  other 
surfaces,  articles,  and  places  implied  by  the  abbreviation  "etc." 

In  count  nine  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  misbranded  in  thaf 
its  labeling  bore  the  statement  "*  *  *  CONTENTS  1  GALLON  *  *  *"  which 
was  false  and  misleading,  as  the  statement  implied  or  represented  that  the  net 
content  of  the  product  was  1  gallon  whereas  the  net  content  of  the  product 
was  substantially  less  than  1  gallon. 

In  count  ten  it  was  alleged  that  the  "Philmark  Fortified  Pine  Oil  Disinfectant 
Coefficient  5  F.  D.  A."  was  adulterated  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  in  that 
its  strengtli  or  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  under  which 
it  was  sold,  as  the  statement  "COEFFICIENT  5  F.  D.  A."  implied  or  represented 
that  the  product  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  5  F.  D.  A.,  v.hereas  the  phenol  coeffi- 
cient of  the  product  was  less  than  5  F.  D.  A. 

In  count  eleven  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  "Aerosol  Glyco-San"  was  in 
violation  of  the  act  in  that  the  claims  made  for  the  product  differed  in  substance 
from  the  representations  made  in  connection  with  its  registration. 

In  count  twelve  it  was  alleged  that  the  jiroduet  was  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act,  in  that  its  labeling  bore  the  statements  : 
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"Glyco-san 

*  *     * 

washes  germs 

and  odors 
out  of  the  air 

*  *     * 

The  fortified  glycol  SURFACE  GERMICIDE 

*  *     * 

GLYCO-SAN,  dispersed  in  the  air,  washes  infecti-ous  bacteria  fttld 
virus  out  of  the  air  and  from  the  surface.  Formulated  to  coat  and 
kill,  GLYCO-SAN  rapidly  reduces  the  bacterial  count  in  the  air.  It 
kills  surface  bacteria  almost  immediately  upon  contact 

2  COATS  &  KILLS 

GLYCO-SAN  consisting  of  fortified  glycols,  attracts  the  germ,  sur- 
rounds it,  and  kills  it. 

*  *     * 

These  scientific  principles  explain  why 

Glyco-san 
is  designed  to  attack  &  eliminate  infectious  bacteria  in  the  air  and 
on  the  surface 

GLYCO-SAN 
COATS  THE 
GERil 
COATING  ACTION  OF  GLYCO-SAN 
The  microscopic  particles  of  GLYCO-SAN  in  the  air  attract  the 
bacteria,  and  envelop  the  germ. 

GLYCO-SAN 
PENETRATES 
AND  KILLS 
THE  GERM 
KILLING  ACTION  OF  GLYCO-SAN 
Fortified  glycols  provide  penetrating  and  killing  activity.     Greater 
effectiveness  is  thus  assured. 


Tests  Show  New 

Vapor  Prevents 

Common  Cold 

*  *     * 

The  new  cold  preventative  is  based  on  using  an  invisible  and  odor- 
less vapor  of  triethylene  glycol  in  rooms  where  there  are  groups  of 
children  or  adults.  The  vapor  is  dispensed  through  an  easy-to-use, 
portable  vaporizer  that  is  very  suitable  for  kindergartens,  class 
rooms,  offices,  nurseries  or  sickrooms. 

PRODUCT  LONG  TESTED 

Glycol  vapor  is  said  to  l)e  deadly  to  airborne  germs.     The  cold  germ 
is  only  one  of  the  pests  that  this  chemical  affects. 
Others  are  many  of  the  children's  diseases,  nose  and  throat  infec- 
tions, and  the  hated  flu  germ.     Experiments  have  shown  it  to  have 
germ-killing  powers  over  all  diseases  we  contract  from  the  air. 

*  *     * 

GLYCO-SAN  envelops  and  kills  germs  in  air,  on  surface. 


GLYCO-SAN 
washes  germs  and 
odors  out  of  the  air 
.  and  from  the  surface ; 
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Dispersed  iu  the  air  as  a  spray,  mist  or  vapor,  it  is  designed  to 
attract,  coat,  penetrate,  and  Ivill  infectious  air-horne  germs 

*  *     « 

2  GLYCO-SAX  envelopes  .  .  .  germs  in  the  air  &  on  the  surface. 

3  GLYCO-SAN  penetrates  .  .  .  and  kills  germs  in  the  air — and  on 
the  surface. 

"*  *  *  No  longer  can  the  microrganic  enemy  claim  undisputed  mas- 
tery in  the  air ;  for  GLYCO-SAX.  the  fortified  glycol,  is  designated 
to  wash  germs  out  of  the  air  and  from  the  surface. 

Germ  life  commonly  found  in  the  air 

Not  all  germ  life  found  i!i  the  air  need  be  dreaded.  There  are 
many  kinds  of  air-borne  bacteria,  however,  that  are  potentially 
<laugerous.  Thus,  truly  alarming  conditions  may  prevail  in  the  air 
one  breathes  indoors.  For  example,  these  germs  have  been  found  in 
sampling  air  : 

1.  Staphylococcus ;  *  *  * 

2.  Streptococcus ;  *  ♦  * 

4.  Tubercle  bacillus ;   *   *   * 
6.  Pneumococcus ;  *  *  * 

8.  Cold  virus:   *  *   * 

9.  Meningococcus :  *  *  * 
10.  Influenza  virus.  *  *  * 

It  is  intended  that  GYLCO-SAX^  provide  complete  destruction  of  the 
infectious  germs,  not  only  in  the  air,  but  on  the  surface,  too.  In 
other  terms,  (4LYC0-SAN  is  fornuilated  to  give  real  germicidal 
action,  coupled  with  hygroscopic  penetration. 

*  *     * 

GLYCO-SAN  as  a  Contact  Germicide 

*  *     * 

The  truth  is  there  is  much  .vet  to  learn  on  the  subject  of  the  common 
cold.  It  is  not  known  whether  the  contact  is  made  by  germs  or 
virus  in  the  air  or  on  the  surface ;  or  whether  it  is  a  combination  of 
both.  However,  (JLYCO-SAX"^  kills  bacteria  almost  immediately 
upon  contact  when  sprayed,  sponged  or  mopped  on  the  surface. 

GLYCO-SAN  as  a  Deodorant 

*  *  *  GLYCO-SAX  kills  the  putrefactive  bacteria  responsible  for 
obnoxious  odors. 

*  *     * 

Too,  GLYCO-SAX  eliminates  mildew  fungi.  Thus,  it  completely 
ends  musty,  mildew,  objectionable  odors. 

*  *     * 

Used  as  a  surface  germicide,  GLYCO-SAN  almost  immediately  kills 
bacteria  ;  and,  of  special  importance,  it  kills  odors  at  its  source  by 
ending  the  life  of  putrefactive  germ  matter. 

^         if         *i 

GLYCO-SAX  destroys  mold  and  mildew  fungi 

*  *  *" 
which  were  false  or  misleading  since  when  used  as  directed  as  an  aerosol  spray 
the  product:  (1)  would  not  wash  all  germs  and  viruses  from  the  air  or  from 
all  surfaces:  (2)  would  not  attract  all  bacteria  and,  by  a  coating  action,  elimi- 
nate them  from  the  air,  and  would  not  coat  or  kill  all  bacteria:  (3)  would  not 
provide  complete  destruction  of  all  infectious  germs  in  the  air  or  on  all  surfaces ; 
(4)  would  not  give  real  germicidal  action  against  all  the  bacteria,  germs,  and 
viruse.s  named  or  implied:  (.5)  would  not  kill  all  bacteria  responsible  for 
obnoxious  odors:  (6)  would  not  eliminate  all  mildew  fungi  or  completely  elimi- 
nate all  musty,  mildew  and  objectionable  odors:  (7)  would  not  kill  all  odors 
at  source  by  ending  life  of  putrefactive  germ  matter:  (8)  would  not  destroy  all 
mold  and  mildew  fungi:  (9)  would  not  eliminate  mold  and  mildew  fungi:  (10) 
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would  not  end  musty  mildew  odors;  (11)  would  not  envelop  or  kill  all  germs  in 
the  air  or  on  surfaces;  (12)  would  not  attract,  coat,  penetrate,  or  kill  all  infec- 
tious air-borne  germs  ;  (13)  would  not  have  germ-killing  powers  against  diseases 
contracted  from  the  air;  (14)  would  not  be  a  surface  germicide  for  all  germs; 
(15)  would  not  kill  all  surface  bacteria  almost  immediately  upon  contact;  (Id) 
would  not  coat,  envelop,  penetrate,  or  kill  all  germs  ;  and  (17)  would  not  prevent 
the  common  cold  or  destroy  the  virus  of  common  cold. 

In  count  thirteen  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  "Supersol  Bowl  Cleaner  Dis- 
infects, Deodorizes  As  It  Cleans !"  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act,  in  that  its  labeling  bore  the  statement:  "*  *  *  ACTIVE  INGREDIENTS: 
Hydrogen  Chloride  28%.  Chlorinated  Benzene  *  2.5%,  Inert  Ingredients  69.5% 
*  *  dichloro  benzene  *  *  *"  which  were  false  or  misleading  since  the  product 
contained  less  than  28  percent  of  hydrogen  chloride  and  more  than  69.5  percent 
of  inert  ingredients. 

In  count  fourteen  it  was  alleged  that  the  "Supersol  Bowl  Disinfects,  Deodor- 
izes As  It  Cleans"  was  adulterated  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its 
strength  or  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  of  (piality  under  which  it 
was  sold. 

In  count  fifteen  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  "Griffeu's  Fortified  Pine  Oil 
Disinfectant  Coefficient  5  F.  D.  A."  was  in  violation  of  the  act  in  that  its  composi- 
tion differed  in  substance  from  the  composition  of  the  product  as  represented  in 
connection  with  its  registration,  in  that  the  product  contained  oil  other  than  pine 
oil,  to-wit :  a  light  wood  distillate,  which  was  not  named  as  a  component  of  the 
product  iia  connection  with  its  registration. 

In  count  sixteen  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act,  in  that  its  labeling  bore  the  statements  : 

"Griffen's 

FORTIFIED 

PINE  OIL  DISINFECTANT 

COEFFICIENT  5  F.  D.  A. 

CONTAINS  PINE  OIL  FORTIFIED  WITH 

OTHER  POTENT  BACTERICIDAL  AGENTS 


CONTENTS 

ACTIVE  INGREDIENTS 

Pine  Oil 

Soap 

Isopropyl  Alcohol 

Ortho-Benzyl-Para-Chlorophenol 
INERT  INGREDIENT 

Water 10% 


DIRECTIONS  FOR  USE 

Be  sure  all  dirt  is  swept  up  and  removed  before  applying  disin- 
fectant.    For   proper    disinfection,    surface   should   be    thoroughly 

wetted  with  disinfectant  solution  as  described  below : 
Solution  A  :  Use  1  part  of  Dis.  with  100  parts  water 
Solution  B  :  Use  1  part  of  Dis.  with  200  parts  water 
Coefiicient  5  F.  D.  A.  .against  E.  Typhi 
AS  A  DISINFECTANT 

For  Urinals  and  Toilets  :  Clean  daily  with  Solution  A.    Pour  excess 

solution  in  pail  down  urinal  drains. 

For  Public  Places :  In  schools,  hotels,  theatres,  office  buildings,  etc., 

wash  freely  all  floors,  desks,  etc.  with  Solution  A. 

Cuspidors:  Clean  with  Solution  A.     Leave  small  amount  in  each 

cuspidor. 

Garbage  Receptacles,  etc. :   Wash  entire  surface  thoroughly  with 

Solution  A. 

Telephone  and  Dictating  Machine  Mouthpieces :  Wash  thoroughly 

with  Solution  A. 
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Kennels,  Stables.  Chicken  Houses,  ete. :  Wash  all  surfaces  thor- 
oughly with  Solution  A.  Allow  to  remain  for  ai)i)roximatel.v  10 
minutes  and  then  mop  up  thorousAhly  with  clear  watei." 

*     *     * 

which  were  false  or  misleading,  since  the  statements  implied  or  represented 
that  the  product:  (1)  contained  no  oil  other  than  pine  oil:  <2)  was  stronger 
and  moi-e  effective  for  disinfecting  purposes  than  an  ordinary  pine  oil  disin- 
fectant; (3)  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  5.0  F.  D.  A.  Method  against  E.  iijphi 
{8.  typhosa)  ;  and  (4)  when  used  as  directed,  could  be  relied  upon  to  disinfect 
urinals,  toilets,  cuspidors,  garbage  receptacles,  telephone  and  dictating  machine 
mouthpieces,  floors  and  desks  in  schools,  hotels,  theatres,  and  office  buildings, 
surfaces  in  kennels,  staltles.  and  chicken  houses,  and  all  other  siirfaces.  articles, 
and  places  implied  b.y  the  abbreviation  "etc.":  whereas,  the  product  (1)  con- 
tained an  oil  other  than  pine  oil,  to-wit :  a  light  wood  distillate;  (2)  was  not 
stronger  and  more  effective  for  disinfecting  purposes  than  an  ordinary  pine  oil 
disinfectant;  (3)  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  svabstantially  less  than  5.0  F.  D.  A. 
Method  against  E.  iyphi  (8.  typhosa)  ;  and  (4)  when  used  as  directed,  could 
not  be  relied  upon  to  disinfect  urinals,  toilets,  cuspidors,  garbage  receptacles, 
telephone  and  dictating  machine  mouthpieces,  floors  and  desks  in  schools,  hotels, 
theatres,  and  office  buildings,  surfaces  in  kennels,  stables,  and  chicken  houses, 
and  all  other  surfaces,  articles,  and  places  implied  by  the  abbreviation  "etc." 

In  count  seventeen  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  "GrilTen's  Fortified  Pine 
Oil  Disinfectant  Coefficient  5  F,  D.  A."  was  adulterated  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act,  in  that  an  oil  other  than  pine  oil  had  been  substituted  wholly  or  in 
part  for  the  pine  oil  claimed  to  be  present. 

In  count  seventeen  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  adulterated 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  in  that  its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the 
professed  standard  or  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  since  the  labeling  bore 
the  statement,  "C'oefficient  5  F.  D.  A.,"  whereas  the  phenol  coefficient  of  the 
product  was  less  than  5  F.  D.  A. 

On  February  6,  1953  Elsa  L.  Freudenthal  and  Agnes  L.  David  w^ere  dropped 
as  party  defendants,  and  count  fourteen  was  struck  from  the  information.  Ber- 
nard R.  Freudenthal  entered  a  plea  of  guilty,  and  a  fine  of  $2,000  and  costs  was 
imposed. 

172.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "IC  Brand  Imperial  Cotton  Dust 
3-5-0."  U.  S.  V.  494  50-pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "IC  Brand  Imperial 
Cotton  Dust  3-5-0."  Default  decree  of  condemnation  and  forfeiture 
and  the  product  delivered  to  the  Arkansas  State  Prison  Farm  for  use 
on  said  farm.    I.  F.  &  R.  No.  176.    I.  D.  No.  240S0. ) 

The  product  "IC  Brand  Imperial  Cotton  Dust  3-5-0"  was  not  registered  under 
the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of 
the  product  showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did 
not  bear  an  adequate  ingredient  statement,  nor  an  ade(iuate  warning  state- 
ment. The  product  was  also  found  to  be  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act. 

On  February  5,  1952,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Arkansas,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretar.v  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  494  50-pound  bags,  more  or  less,  of  "IC  Brand  Imperial  Cotton  Dust  3-5-0" 
at  West  Memphis,  Ark.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which 
had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  December  23,  1950,  from  Shenan- 
doah. Iowa,  to  Indianola.  Miss.,  by  the  Imperial  Chemical  Co.,  and  on  or  about 
January  5,  1952,  from  Indianola,  Miss.,  to  West  Memphis,  Ark.,  on  the  order  of 
Bill  Wylie  Sales  Co. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  in  that  the  label  boi'ne  by  the  product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement 
giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with 
the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving 
the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descend- 
ing order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with 
295278—54 2 
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the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients.  The  ingredient  statement  on  the 
label  failed  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  the  labeling  stated  : 

'•*     *     * 

COTTON  DUST 
IMPERIAL     3-5-0 

*     *     * 

DIRECTIONS : 

This  material  when  applied  8  to  10  pounds  per  acre  will  give 
effective  control  on  the  following  insects :  Boll  Weevil,  Cotton 
Leaf  Worm,  *  *  *  Garden  Web  worm,  *  *  *  Cotton  Aphid,  *  *  *" 

whereas  the  product  was  not  a  3-5-0  cotton  dust,  as  commonly  recognized,  and 
when  used  as  directed  would  not  control  boll  weevil,  cotton  leafworm,  garden 
web  worn,  and  cotton  aphid. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear 
a  warning  or  caution  statement  which  is  necessary  and,  if  complied  with,  ade- 
quate to  prevent  injury  to  living  man  and  other  vertebrate  animals. 

On  January  27,  1953,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  on  February  11,  11^153,  it  was  ordered  that  the 
product  be  delivered  to  the  Arkansas  State  Prison  Farm  for  use  on  said  farm. 

173.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  on  labels,  and  misbranding 
of  "EXTERM-0-LITE"  and  "LINDANE  INSECTICIDE."  U.  S.  v.  971 
cartons,  more  or  less,  of  "EXTERM-0-LITE":  139  20-gram  packages, 
more  or  less,  of  "LINDANE  INSECTICIDE  (Refill)";  499  circulars,  more 
or  less,  bearing  the  statement  "9  TIMES  MORE  POWERFUL  THAN 
DDT!"  and  100  display  cards,  more  or  less,  captioned  "For  SURE  Pest 
Control."  Consent  decree  of  condemnation  and  release  under  bond. 
( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  196.    I.  D.  No.  24297. ) 

The  product  "EXTERM-O-LITE"  vaporizer  with  one  20-gram  package  of 
"LINDANE  INSECTICIDE"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of  the  product  showed  that  the 
labels  failed  to  bear  the  name  and  address  of  the  manufacturer,  registrant  or 
person  for  whom  manufactured,  or  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  content. 
The  labeling  of  the  outside  container,  or  wrapper,  also  failed  to  bear  an  ingredi- 
ent statement.  The  "EXTERM-O-LITEl"  vaporizers  with  one  20-gram  package 
of  "LINDANE  INSECTICIDE,"  and  139  20-gram  packages  of  "LINDANE  IN- 
SECTICIDE,' wex'e  misbranded  in  that  they  bore  labeling  which  was  false  or 
misleading. 

On  July  8,  1952,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey, 
acting  ripon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
a  libel  praying  seizure,  for  condemnation  and  confiscation,  of  971  cartons,  more 
or  less,  of  EXTERM-O-LITE  ;  1.39  20-gram  j.ackages,  more  or  less,  of  LINDANE 
INSECTICIDE  (refill)  ;  499  circulars,  more  or  less,  bearing  the  statement  "9 
TIMES  MORE  POWERFUL  THAN  DDT."  :  and  100  display  cards,  more  or  less, 
captioned  "For  SURE  Pest  Control"  at  Cedar  Knolls,  N.  J.,  and  alleging  that 
the  products  were  economic  poisons  which  had  been  transported  interstate  on 
or  about  April  30,  19.52,  by  the  Candle-Lite  Chemical  Company  from  Miami,  Fla., 
in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  "EXTERM-O-LITE"  vaporizer  with  one  20- 
gram  package  of  "LINDANE  INSECTICIDE"  was  not  registered  with  the 
Secretary  of  Agriciilture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  failed  to  comply  witli  the  provisions  of  the 
act  in  that  the  labeling  of  the  outside  container,  or  wrapjier.  failed  to  bear  the 
name  and  address  of  the  manufacturer,  registrant,  or  person  for  whom  manu- 
factured, or  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  content. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  misbranded  in  that  the  label- 
ing of  the  out.side  container,  or  wrapper,  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement 
giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together 
with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  or  an  ingredient  statement 
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giving  the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the 
descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification, 
together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients. 

The  "EXTERIM-O-LITP]"  vaporizes  with  one  20-gram  package  of  "LINDANE 
INSECTICIDE,"  and  the  20-gram  packages  of  "LINDANE  INSECTICIDE," 
were  misbranded  in  that  their  labeling  bore  statements  which  were  false  or  mis- 
leading as  they  implied  that  when  used  as  directed : 

(1)  the  products  would  be  absolutely  harmless;  (2)  the  products  would  be 
nine  times  more  powerful  than  DDT  under  all  circumstances;  (3)  the  products 
would  protect  one's  health,  comfort,  and  property  against,  and  he  a  sure  control 
of,  the  insects  named  on  the  labeling  and  those  implied  by  the  phrase  "all  flying 
insects";  (4)  one  Exterm-0-Lite  unit  would  protect  up  to  15,000  cubic  feet  of 
space  against  insects  under  normal  conditions  of  ventilation;  (5)  one  Exterm- 
0-Lite  unit  would  protect  a  two-bedroom  home  against  the  insects  named  on  the 
labeling  and  those  implied  by  the  phrase  "all  household  insects";  (6)  the  prod- 
ucts would  free  one's  home  of  all  insects  within  24  hours;  and  (7)  the  products 
would  be  effective  against  the  insects  named  on  the  labeling  and  those  implied 
by  the  phrases  "all  household  insects"  and  "all  flying  insects"  ;  whereas,  when 
used  as  directed:  (1)  the  products  would  not  be  absolutely  harmless;  (2)  the 
products  would  not  be  nine  times  more  powerful  than  DDT  under  all  circum- 
stances;  (3)  the  products  would  not  protect  one's  health,  comfort,  and  property 
against,  or  be  a  sure  control  of,  the  insects  named  on  the  labeling  or  those  im- 
plied by  the  phrase  "all  flying  insects";  (4)  one  Exterm-0-Lite  unit  would  not 
protect  up  to  15,000  cubic  feet  of  space  against  insects  under  normal  conditions 
of  ventilation;  (5)  one  Exterm-0-Lite  unit  would  not  protect  a  two-bedroom 
home  against  the  insects  named  on  the  labeling  or  those  implied  by  the  phrase 
"all  household  insects";  (6)  the  products  would  not  free  one's  home  of  all  in- 
sects within  24  hours;  and  (7)  the  products  would  not  be  effective  against  the 
insects  named  on  the  labeling  or  those  implied  by  the  phrases  "all  household  in- 
sects" and  "all  flying  insects." 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  "LINDANE  INSECTICIDE  (refill)"  and 
the  "LINDANE  INSECTICIDE"  contained  in  the  cartons  of  "EXTERM-0-LITE" 
were  further  misbranded  in  that  the  labeling  bore  the  statement,  "Net  Weight — 
20  grams,"  whereas  the  net  weight  of  the  contents  of  the  containers  was  less 
than  20  grams. 

The  Firstin  Co.  of  Cedar  Knolls,  N.  J.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  product,  re- 
quested its  release  luider  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  it  into  compliance 
with  the  act.  and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree.  On  October 
23.  1952,  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  that  the 
product  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  such  bond. 

174.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information,  and  misbranding  of  "Cel- 
cure."  U.  S.  v.  four  55-gallon  drums,  nineteen  5-gallon  drums,  sixty- 
eight  1 -gallon  containers,  and  seventy-one  1-quart  containers,  more  or 
less,  of  "Celcure."  Consent  decree  of  condemnation  and  release  under 
bond.     ( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  202.     I.  D.  No.  25751. ) 

The  product,  "Celcure,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of  the  product  showed  that  the 
labels  affixed  to  the  drums  of  the  product  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  net  weight 
or  measure  of  the  contents  and  the  labels  atiixed  to  the  1-quart  containers  im- 
plied that  the  net  content  of  each  container  was  1  quart,  whereas  the  net  con- 
tent of  each  container  was  less  than  1  quart. 

On  July  22,  1952,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Georgia,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  four  55-gallon  drums,  nineteen  5-gallon  drums,  sixty-eight  1-gallon  containers, 
and  seventy-one  1-quart  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Celcure,"  at  Savannah,  Ga., 
alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported 
interstate,  on  or  about  September  19,  1951,  October  24,  1951,  November  26,  1951, 
January  7.  1952,  and  February  25,  1952,  by  the  American  Celcure  Wood  Preserv- 
ing Corp.,  from  Jacksonville,  Fla.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 
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It  was  alleged  that  the  product  failed  to  comply  with  the  act  in  that  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  drums  of  the  products  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  the  net  weisfht  or 
measure  of  the  contents  of  the  drums. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  statement,  "1 
Quart,"  was  false  or  misleading  since  the  statement  implied  or  repre.sented  that 
the  net  content  of  each  sucli  container  was  1  quart,  whereas  the  net  content  of 
eacli  such  container  was  less  than  1  quart. 

American  Celcure  Wood  Preserving  Corp.,  of  Jacksonville,  Fla.,  claimed  own- 
ership of  the  product  and  requested  its  release  under  boud  for  the  purpose  of 
bringing  it  into  compliance  with  the  act,  and  consented  to  tlie  entry  of  a  con- 
demnation decree.  On  December  5,  1952,  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered 
and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

175.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  on  labeling  and  misbrand* 
ing  of  "BUG-0-BAN  INSECTICIDE  VAPORIZER  and  BUG-0-BAN 
INSECTICIDE  VAPORIZER  REFILL."  U.  S.  v.  65  units,  more  or  less, 
each  unit  consisting  of  1  "BUG-0-BAN  INSECTICIDE  VAPORIZER" 
and  1  "BUG-O-BAN  INSECTICIDE  VAPORIZER  REFILL."  Default 
decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.  (I.  F.  &  R.  No. 
205.    I.  D.  No.  25558.) 

The  product,  "BUG-O-BAX  INSECTICIDE  VAPORIZER  and  BUG-O-RAN 
INSECTICIDE  VAPORIZER  REFILL"  was  not  registered  uiuler  the  Federal 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of  the  product 
showed  that  the  outside  containei-s  of  the  product  did  not  have  a  label  bearing 
the  name  and  address  of  the  manufacturer,  registrant,  or  person  for  whom  the 
product  was  manufactured,  nor  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the 
containers,  nor  an  ingredient  statement  as  required  by  the  act. 

On  August  4, 1952,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  Cali- 
fornia, acting  upon  a  report  ])y  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  pra.ving  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  65  units,  more  or  less,  each  unit  consisting  of  1  "BUG-O-BAN  INSECTICIDE 
VAPORIZER"  and  1  "BUG-O-RAN  IXSECTICIDE  VAPORIZER  REFILL," 
at  El  Segundo,  Calif.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which 
had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  abotit  .lune  25,  19.52,  liy  Rug-O-Ran,  Inc., 
from  Flint,  Mich.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  b.v  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  failed  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  act 
in  that  the  labels  afiixed  to  the  outside  container  of  the  product  did  not  bear  a 
statement  giving  the  name  and  address  of  the  manufacturer,  registrant,  or 
person  for  whom  manufactured,  and  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of 
the  contents  of  the  containers. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  did  not  bear 
an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active 
ingredients,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  or  an 
ingredient  statement  giving  the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert 
ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each 
classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients. 

On  December  1,  1952,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  default  decree  of  con- 
demnation and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  T'nited  States  IMarshal  was 
ordered  to  destroy  the  Bug-0-Ban  Insecticide  Vaporizers,  to  sell  the  insecticide 
at  pul:>lic  auction,  and  to  pay  the  proceeds,  less  costs  and  charges,  to  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States. 

176.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  on  labels  and  misbranding 
of  "CEDADISK."  U.  S.  v.  357  boxes,  more  or  less,  containing  4  disks 
each  of  "CEDADISK"  and  300  circulars,  more  or  less,  of  "Now !  Turn 
any  drawer  or  chest  into  a  'Cedar  Chest'  with  Amazing  NEW  CEDA- 
DISK." Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction. 
( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  210.     I.  D.  No.  25582. ) 

The  product,  "CEDADISK,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of  the  product  showed  that 
the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  a  stateiuent  of  net 
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weight  1)1'  measure  of  iho  content,  nor  an  ingredient  .statement  as  required 
by  the  act. 

On  September  2!i,  IDol:,  tht'  I'nited  States  Attorney  for  tlie  Southern  District 
of  California.  ac(in^  upon  a  report  by  tlio  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the 
I'nited  States  Histrict  Court  a  libel  i)raying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  con- 
tiiscatiou  of  3."7  boxes,  more  or  less,  each  containing  4  dislcs  of  "CEHADISK" 
and  8()('  circulars,  imn-f  or  less,  bearing  the  statement,  "Now!  Turn  any  drawer 
or  chest  into  u  'Cedar  Chest"  with  Amazing  NEW  CEDADISK,"  at  Los  Angeles, 
Calif.,  alleging  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transportett 
interstate,  or  on  about  August  ll.',  lO.l'j,  by  Cedacote  Corp.,  from  Mempliis,  Teuu., 
in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  tlie  product  was  not  registered  with  tlie  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  wa.s  alleged  further  that  the  labels  (m  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not 
bear  a  statement  of  net  weight  or  measiu'e  of  the  content  of  the  containers. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  \\as  misbi'anded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  in.  that  its  labels  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and 
percentage  -of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the 
inert  ingredients,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  of  each  active 
ingredient,  together  with  the  name  of  each  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients. 

On  February  28.  li>."»3.  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  deci'ee  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  I'nited  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy 
the  produi  t. 

177.  Lack   of  registration  and   required   information  on  label   of  "BUG-GIT 

Lindane  Pellet  Vaporizer  Units."  U.  S.  v.  299,  more  or  less,  of  "BUG- 
GIT  Lindane  Pellet  Vaporizer  Units."  Released  to  claimant  under 
bond.     ( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  21.3.     I.  D.  No.  26012. ) 

The  product  "BUG-GIT  Lindane  Pellet  Vaporizer  Unit"  was  not  registered 
under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  November  7,  1952,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Indiana,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  con- 
fiscation of  299.  more  or  less,  "BUG-GIT  Lindane  Pellet  Vaporizer  Units"  at 
Warsaw,  Ind.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been 
transported  interstate  on  or  about  August  1.1,  1952,  by  the  Lindavap  Sales  Corp. 
from  Ann  Arbor.  Mich.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  recpiired  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

The  Lindavap  Sales  Corp.  of  Ann  Arbor,  Mich.,  claimed  ownership  of  the 
product  and  requested  its  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the 
f.roduct  into  compliance  with  the  act.  On  March  2.5,  1953,  a  decree  was  entered 
and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

178.  Misbranding  and  adulteration  of  "Master  BRAND  TOXAPHENE  WITH 

SULPHUR."  U.  S.  V.  fifty-six  50-pound  containers,  more  or  less,  of 
"Master  BRAND  TOXAPHENE  WITH  SULPHUR."  Consent  decree  of 
condemnation  and  release  under  bond.  (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  214.  I.  D.  No. 
25817.) 

Upon  examination,  a  sample  of  "Mastei'  BRAND  TONAPHENE  WITH  SUL- 
PHUR" was  found  to  contain  benzene  soluble  chlorine  equivalent  to  15.38 
percent  toxaphene  instead  of  20  percent  of  toxaphene  as  claimed  on  the  label. 
The  product  was  also  found  to  be  adulterated  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Federal  Insecticide.  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  October  23.  1952,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Middle  District 
of  Alabama,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  con- 
tiscati<.n  of  fifty-six  .50-pound  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Master  BRAND 
TOXAPHENE  WITH  SULPHUR,"  at  Tuskegee,  Ala.,  alleging  the  product  was 
an  economic  pois(m  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  June  19. 
1952.  by  Stevens  Industries,  Inc.,  from  Dawson,  Ga.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 
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It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  in  that  the  labeling  bore  the  statements  : 

"Master 

BRAND 

TOXAPHENE  WITH  SULPHUR 

ANALYSIS 

ACTIVE  INGREDIENTS : 

Toxaphene     (Technical     Chlorinated     Camphene)      (Chlorine 

Content  67%  to  69%) 20% 

Sulphur    40% 

INERT     INGREDIENTS  : 40% 

Sulphur  Fineness :  93%  passing  No.  325  USS  Sieve," 

which  implied  that  the  product  contained  20  percent  of  toxaphene  (technical 
chlorinated  camphene,  chlorine  content  67  to  69  percent),  whereas  the 
product  contained  less  than  20  percent  toxaphene  (technical  chlorinated  cam- 
phene, chlorine  content  67  to  69  percent) . 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  in  that  the  labeling  stated  : 

"Master 

BRAND 

TOXAPHENE  WITH  SULPHUR 

ANALYSIS 

ACTIVE  INGREDIENTS  : 

Toxaphene     (Technical     Chlorinated     Camphene)      (Chlorine 

Content  67%  to  69%) 20% 

Sulphur    40% 

INERT     INGREDIENTS  : 40% 

Sulphur  Fineness :  93%  passing  No.  325  USS  Sieve." 

which  implied  that  the  product  contained  20  percent  of  toxaphene  (technical 
chlorinated  camphene,  chlorine  content  67  percent  to  60  percent,  whereas 
the  product  contained  less  than  20  percent  toxaphene  (technical  chlorinated 
camphene,  chlorine  content  67  percent  to  69  per  cent) . 

Stevens  Industries,  Inc.,  of  Dawson,  Ga.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  product 
and  requested  its  release  under  bond  pursuant  to  the  act,  and  consented  to  the 
entry  of  a  decree  of  condemnation.  On  November  28,  1952,  a  decree  of  con- 
demnation was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  released  to  the 
claimant,  under  bond,  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  it  into  compliance  with  the 
act. 

179.  Lack  of  registration  of  "SURE-PINE  PINE  OIL  DISINFECTANT  PHE- 
NOL COEFFICIENT  5."  U.  S.  v.  239  1-pint  bottles,  more  or  less,  of 
"SURE-PINE  PINE  OIL  DISINFECTANT  PHENOL  COEFFICIENT 
5."    Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.     ( I.  F. 

&  R.  No.  217  I.  D.  No.  26247. ) 

The  product,  "SURE-PINE  PINE  OIL  DISINFECTANT  PHENOL  COEFFI- 
CIENT 5,"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and 
Rodenticide  Act. 

On  December  8,  1952,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Mississippi,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  con- 
fiscation of  239  1-pint  bottles,  more  or  less,  of  "SURE-PINE  PINE  OIL  DIS- 
INFECTANT PHENOL  COEFFICIENT  5,"  at  Gulfport,  Miss.,  alleging  that 
the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or 
About  October  22,  1952,  by  F.  Uddo  &  Sons  Co.,  from  New  Orleans,  La.,  in  viola- 
tion of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

On  February  12,  1953,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemna- 
tion and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to 
destroy  the  product. 
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180.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "Stanco  Neutra-Lustre,"  "Stance 

Sani-Sour,"  and  "Stanco-Aceti-Sour."  U.  S.  v.  fifteen  50-pound  con- 
tainers and  six  150-pound  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Stanco  Neutra- 
Lustre";  ten  5-pound  containers  and  five  350-pound  containers,  more  or 
less,  of  "Stanco  Sani-Sour";  ten  10-pound  containers  and  ten  50-pound 
containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Stanco-Aceti-Sour."  Consent  decree  of 
condemnation  and  release  under  bond.  (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  218.  I.  D.  Nos. 
26276,  2(:)277,  26278.) 

.The  products  "Stanco  Neutra-Lustre,"  "Stanco  Saul-Sour"  and  "Stanco-Aceti- 
Sour"  were  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodentl- 
cide  Act.  An  examination  of  the  products  showed  that  the  labels  on  the  con- 
tainers of  the  products  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  as  required  by  the 
act. 

On  December  9,  19.52,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  California,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel,  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  con- 
fiscation of  fifteen  50-pound  containers  and  six  150-pound  containers,  more  or 
less,  of  "Stanco  Neutra-Lustre" ;  ten  50-pound  containers  and  five  S.50-pound 
containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Stanco  Sani-Sour"  ;  and  ten  10-pound  containers 
and  ten  50-pound  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "Stanco-Aceti-Sour"  at  Los  Angeles, 
Calif.,  alleging  that  the  products  were  economic  poisons  which  had  been  trans- 
ported interstate  on  or  about  September  25,  1952,  by  the  Keefer  Starch  Co., 
successor  to  Standard  Chemical  Works  Co.  from  Columbus,  Ohio,  in  violation  of 
the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  misliranded  in  that  the  labels  aftixed  to 
the  containers  of  the  products  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the 
name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total 
percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  products,  or  an  ingredient  statement 
giving  the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the 
descending  order  of  the  i)ercentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  to- 
gether with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  products. 

Los  Angeles  Soap  Co.,  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  filed  claim  to  the  products  and  re- 
quested their  release  under  bond  pursuant  to  the  act,  and  consented  to  the  entry 
of  a  decree  of  condemnation.  On  February  5, 1953,  a  decree  of  condemnation  was 
entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  products  be  released  to  the  claimant  under 
bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  them  into  compliance  with  the  act. 

181.  Adulteration    and    misbranding    of    "W.    P.    LIQUID    BLEACH    AND 

CLEANER  *  *  *  A  DISINFECTANT  DEODORANT  BACTERICIDE 
AND  GERMICIDE."  U.  S.  v.  478  1-quart  containers,  100  1-gaIlon  con- 
tainers, and  300  i/> -gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "W.  P.  LIQUID 
BLEACH  AND  CLEANER  *  *  *  A  DISINFECTANT  DEODORANT 
BACTERICIDE  AND  GERMICIDE."  Default  decree  of  condemna- 
tion, forfeiture,  and  destruction.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  220.    I.  D.  No.  25378.) 

Upon  examination,  2  samples  of  the  product  "W.  P.  LIQUID  BLEACH  AND 
CLEANER  *  *  *  A  DISINFECTANT  DEODORANT  BACTERICIDE  AND 
GERMICIDE"  were  found  to  contain  4.29  percent  and  4.42  percent,  respectively, 
of  sodium  hypochlorite  instead  of  5.25  percent  as  claimed  on  the  labels  of  the 
product. 

On  December  24,  1952,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Oklahoma,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure,  for  condemnation  and  con- 
fiscation, of  478  1-quart  containers,  100  1-gallon  containers  and  300  Vj -gallon 
containers,  more  or  less,  of  "W.  P.  LIQUID  BLEACH  AND  CLEANER  *  *  *  A 
DISINFECTANT  DEODORANT  BACTERICIDE  AND  GERMICIDE,"  at  Ada, 
Okla.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  trans- 
ported interstate,  on  or  about  October  6,  10.52,  by  Chas.  PI.  Netherson  Co.,  from 
Dallas,  Tex.,  in  violation  of  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide 
Act. 
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It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated,  in  that  its  strength  or  purity 
fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  since  the 
labels,  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  bore  the  statements:  "ACTIVE 
INGREDIENTS  BY  WEIGHT  SODIUM  HYPOCHLORITE  5.25%  INERT 
INGREDIENTS  94.75'/c,"  which  implied  or  represented  that  the  product  con- 
tained 5.25  percent  of  sodium  hypochlorite  and  not  more  than  94.75  percent  of 
inert  ingredients,  whereas  the  product  contained  less  than  5.25  percent  of  sodium 
hypochlorite  and  more  than  94.75  percent  of  inert  ingredients. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  its  labeling  bore  the 
statements:  -ACTIVE  INGREDIENTS  BY  WEIGHT  SODIUM  HYPO- 
CHLORITE 5.25%  INERT  INGREDIENTS  94.75%,"  which  statements  were 
false  or  misleading,  since  they  implied  or  represented  that  the  product  contained 
5.25  percent  of  sodium  hypochlorite  and  not  more  than  74.75  percent  of  inert 
ingredients,  whereas  the  product  contained  less  than  5.25  percent  of  sodium  hypo- 
chlorite and  more  than  94.75  percent  of  inert  ingredients. 

No  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was 
entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  w;is  ordered  to  destroy  the  product,  or  if 
it  be  determined  by  him  economically  expedient,  to  destroy  the  contents  of  the 
containers  and  dispose  of  the  containers  thereof  by  sale,  and  apply  the  proceeds 
thereof  to  the  costs  of  the  case. 

182.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  *'W.  P.  LIQUID  BLEACH  AND 
CLEANER  *  *  *  A  DISINFECTANT  DEODORANT  BACTERICIDE 
AND  GERMICIDE."  U.  S.  r.  2,098  1 -quart  containers  and  299  '/>-galIon 
containers,  more  or  less,  of  "W.  P.  LIQUID  BLEACH  AND 
CLEANER  *  *  *  A  DISINFECTANT  DEODORANT  BACTERICIDE 
AND  GERMICIDE."  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and 
destruction.    ( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  221.    I.  D.  No.  26261. ) 

Upon  examination,  3  samples  of  the  product  "W.  P.  LIQIID  BLEACH  AND 
CLEANER  *  *  *  A  DISINFECTANT  DEODORANT  BACTERICIDE  AND 
GERMICIDE"  were  found  to  contain  4.:\{)  percent,  4.30  percent,  and  4.21  percent 
respectively,  of  sodium  hypochlorite  instead  of  5.25  percent  as  claimed  on  the 
labels  of  the  product. 

On  December  24.  1952  the  ITnited  States  Attorney  foi"  the  District  of  New 
Mexico,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of 
2,098  1-quart  containers  and  299  V^-gallon  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "W.  P. 
LIQITID  BLEACH  AND  CLEANER  *  *  *  A  DISINFECTANT  DEODORANT 
BACTERICIDE  AND  GERMICIDE."  at  Clovis.  N.  Mex.,  alleging  that  the  prod- 
uct was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about 
August  21,  1952,  by  Chas.  H.  Netherson  Co..  from  Dallas,  Tex.,  in  violation  of  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  in  that  its  strength  or  purity 
fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  under  which  it  was  sold  since  the 
labels,  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product,  bore  the  statements  :  "ACTIVE 
INGREDIENTS  BY  WEIGHT  SODIUM  HYPOCHLORITE  5.25%  INERT 
INGREDIENTS  94.75%,"  which  implied  or  represented  that  the  product  con- 
tained 5.25  percent  of  sodiimi  hypochlorite  and  not  more  than  94.75  percent  of 
inert  ingredients,  whereas  the  product  contained  less  than  5.25  percent  of  sodium 
hypochlorite  and  more  than  94.75  percent  of  inert  ingredients. 

It  waf!  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  its  labeling  bore  the 
statements:  "ACTIVE  INGREDIENTS  BY  WEIGHT  SODIUM  HYPO- 
CHLORITE 5.25%  INERT  INGREDIENTS  94.75%,"  which  statements  were 
false  or  misleading  since  they  implied,  or  represented,  that  the  product  contained 
5.25  percent  of  sodiimi  hypochlorite  and  not  more  than  94.75  percent  of  inert 
ingred'ents,  whereas  the  product  contained  less  than  5.25  percent  of  sodium 
hyiwchlorite  and  more  than  94.75  percent  of  inert  ingredients. 

On  .January  31,  1953,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy 
the  product. 
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183.  Lack    of    registration    and    misbranding    of    "CUNILATE    2174    W     P  " 

"CUNILATE  2174,"  "CUNILATE  2174  XY,"  "CUNILATE  DOP,"  and 
"SOCCI  6040  W.  P."  U.  S.  V.  forty-three  400-poijnd  drums,  more  or  less, 
of  "CUNILATE  2174  W.  P.";  seven  400-pound  drums,  more  or  less,  of 
"CUNILATE  2174";  two  400-pound  drums,  more  or  less,  of  "CUNILATE 
2174  XY";  two  400-pound  drums,  more  or  less,  of  "CUNILATE  DOP"; 
and  ten  400-pound  drums,  more  or  less,  of  "SOCCI  6040  W.  P."  Consent 
decree  of  condemnation  and  release  under  bond.     (I.  F.  &  R    No    222 

I.  D.  Nos.  2~u:ii.  2r.7a2, 2r)7?.;:i.  25734, 275,35. ) 

The  products  "CUNILATE  2174  W.  P.,"  "CUNILATE  2174."  "CUNILATE 
2174  XY,"  "CUNILATE  DOl'."'  and  "SOCCI  6040  W.  P."  were  not  registered 
under  the  Federal  lusecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act,  and  an  examin- 
ation of  the  products  showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the 
products  did  not  bear  ingredient  statements  and  directions  for  use  as  required 
by  the  act.  ^ 

On  January  15,  1953.  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in 
tlie  United  States  I3istrict  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and 
confiscation  of  forty-three  400-pound  drums,  more  or  less,  of  "CUNILATE  2174 
W.  P.,"  seven  400-pound  drums,  more  or  less,  of  "CUNILATE  2174,"  two  400- 
pound  drums,  more  or  less,  of  "CUNILATE  2174  XY,"  two  400-p(»und  drums,  more 
or  less,  of  "CUNILATE  DOP,"  and  ten  4no-pound  drums,  more  or  less,  of  "SOCCI 
6040  W.  P."  at  Brooklyn,  N.  Y.,  alleging  that  the  products  were  economic  poisons 
which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  June  11.  1J).52,  August  6,  1952, 
and  October  10,  1952,  by  the  Scientific  Oil  Compounding  Co..  Inc.,  from  Chicago, 
111.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  misbrauded  in  that  the  labels  borne 
by  the  products  did  not  bear  ingredient  statements  giving  the  names  and  per- 
centages of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of 
the  inert  ingredients,  or  ingredient  statements  giving  the  names  of  each  of  the 
active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the  per- 
centages of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage 
of  the  inert  ingredients. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  did  not  contain  directions  for  use  which 
are  necessary  and.  if  complied  with,  adequate  for  the  protection  of  the  public. 

The  Scientific  Oil  Compounding  Co.,  Inc.,  of  New  York,  N.  Y.,  claimed  owner- 
ship of  the  products  and  requested  their  release  under  bond  pursuant  to  the  act, 
and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  decree  of  condemnation.  On  February  27,  1953, 
a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  products  be 
released  to  the  claimant  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  them  into 
compliance  with  the  act. 

184.  Lack  of  registration  of  "PESTGO  UNITS,"  and  "PESTGO  CRYSTALS." 

U.  S.  V.  299  "PESTGO  UNITS,"  more  or  less;  91  packages,  more  or  less, 
of  "PESTGO  CRYSTALS;"  200  circulars,  more  or  less,  captioned 
"PESTGO  NEW  .  .  .  ALL  NEW  ELECTRIC  PEST  CONTROL  VA- 
PORIZING UNIT  .  .  .  ABSOLUTELY  NEW!;"  and  150  leaflets,  more  or 
less,  bearing  the  statement  "HERE'S  THE  PESTGO  WAY  TO  AN 
INSECT-FREE  HOME,  CLUB,  KITCHEN  OR  OFFICE."  Default  de- 
cree of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.  (1.  F.  &  R.  No.  227. 
I.  D.  No.  24730.) 

The  products  "PESTGO  UNITS,"  and  "PESTGO  CRYSTALS."  were  not  reg- 
istered under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  March  3,  1953,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of 
299  "PESTGO  UNITS."  more  or  less ;  91  packages,  more  or  less,  of  "PESTGO 
CRYSTALS;"  and  the  accompanying  material.  200  circulars,  more  or  less,  cap- 
tioned "PESTGO  NEW  .  .  .  ALL  NEW  ELECTRIC  PEST  CONTROL  VAPOR- 
IZING UNIT  .  .  .  ABSOLUTELY  NEW  !  ;"  and  1.50  leaflets,  more  or  less,  bearing 
the  statement  "HERE'S  THE  PESTGO  WAY  TO  AN  INSECT-FREE  HOME, 
CLUB,  KITCHEN  OR  OFFICE,"  at  Washington,  D.  C,  alleging  that  the  prod- 
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ucts  were  economic  poisons  which  had  been  offered  for  sale  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  by  Pestgo  Distributors  of  Washington,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  not  registered  with  the  Secretai*y  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

On  April  8,  1953,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  destroyed. 

185.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  on  labels  and  misbranding 

of  "PESTGO  UNITS"  (Model  2).  U.  S.  v.  20  cases,  more  or  less  of 
"PESTGO  UNITS"  (Model  2).  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  for- 
feiture, and  destruction.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  225.    I.  D.  No.  24721.) 

The  product  "PESTGO  UNITS"  (Model  2),  consisting  of  one  "Pestgo"  vapor- 
izer and  one  Vj-ounce  package  of  '"Pestgo  Crystals",  was  not  registered  under 
the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act,  and  an  examination 
of  the  product  showed  that  the  labels  affi^^d  to  the  outside  containers  of  the 
retail  packages  of  the  product  failed  to  bear  a  statement  of  net  weight  or  meas- 
ure of  content  or  an  ingredient  statement,  as  required  by  the  act. 

On  February  16,  1953,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Maryland, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  20 
cases,  more  or  less,  each  containing  12  "PESTGO  UNITS"  (Model  2)  at  Balti- 
more, Md.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been 
transported  interstate  on  or  about  July  23,  1952,  by  Universal  Products,  Inc., 
from  Miami,  Fla.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  is  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  in  that  the  labels  on  the  outside  containers  of  the  retail  packages  of  the 
product  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  percentage 
of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingre- 
dients, or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  of  each  active  ingredienc, 
together  with  the  name  of  each  and  total  percentage  of  inert  ingredients. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  failed  to  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  the  act  in  that  the  labels  on  the  outside  containers  of  the  retail  packages  of 
the  product  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents 
of  the  containers. 

On  April  23,  1953,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to  destroy 
the  product. 

186.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  and  misbranding  of  "DE- 

ODISPAN"  and  "DEODISPRAY".  U.  S.  v.  70  bottles,  more  or  less,  of 
"DEODISPAN"  and  238  cans,  more  or  less,  of  "DEODISPRAY".  Default 
decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture  and  destruction.  (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  226. 
I.  D.  Nos.  26290  and  26291.) 

The  product  "DEODISPAN"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act,  and  an  examination  of  the  product  showed  that 
the  labels  on  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  the  net 
weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers,  and  an  ingredient  statement 
as  required  by  the  act.  The  labeling  accompanying  the  product  also  failed  to 
contain  directions  for  use,  which  are  necessary  and,  if  complied  with,  adequate 
for  the  protection  of  the  public. 

The  product  "DEODISPRAY"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecti- 
cide, Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act,  and  an  examination  of  the  product  showed 
that  the  labels  on  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  the 
net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers,  and  an  ingredient  state- 
ment as  required  by  the  act. 

On  February  25,  1953,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  California,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  70 
bottles,  more  or  less,  of  "DEODISPAN"  and  23S  cans,  more  or  less,  of  "DEODI- 
SPRAY" at  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  and  alleging  that  the  products  were  economic 
poisons  which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  December  12,  1952 
and  November  7,  1952,  by  Undertakers  Supply  Co.  from  Chicago,  111.,  in  viola- 
tion of  the  act. 
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It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  hy  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  labels  borne  by  the  products  did  not  bear  state- 
ments of  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  labels  borne  by  the  respective  products  did  not  bear  an 
ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  in- 
gredients, together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  or  ingredi- 
ent statement  giving  the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert 
ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each 
classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  "DEODISPAN"  was  further  mishranded  in 
that  the  labeling  accompanying  the  product  did  not  contain  directions  for  use 
which  are  necessary  and,  if  complied  with,  adequate  for  the  protection  of  the 
public. 

It   was   alleged   that   the   product   "DEODISPAN"    was   further   misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  in  that  the  labeling  borne  by  the  product  stated : 
(bottle  label) 

"DEODISPAN 

*  *  * 

DISINFECTANT 

DEODORANT 

CLEANSER 

contains 
Chlorophyll  and 
Hexachlorophene 

*  *  * 

DEODISPAN 


A  balanced  blend  of  purified  soapless  detergents  that  is  a  highly 
effective  dermatologic,  antiseptic,  non-alergenic,  non-irritating,  all 
purpose  cleanser  with  powerful  deodorant  and  germicidal  properties. 
Effective  against  most  types  of  bacteria  and  at  least  14  types  of 
pathogenic  fungi.  An  excellent  antiseptic  for  abrasions  and  open 
wounds,  contains  soothing  lanolin  and  will  not  dry  the  skin. 
Destroys  bacteria  responsible  for  putrefaction  and  leaves  a  residue 
on  hands  and  other  surfaces  that  keeps  them  antibacterial  for  sev- 
eral hours.  Makes  skin,  dishes,  instruments  surgically  clean. 

*  ^  *" 

(Circular  or  advertisement 
sheet  from  "The  Professional 
Bmbalmer") 

"SOAPLESS 
DEODISPAN 

CLEANS 
DISINFECTS 
DEODORIZES 

*  *  * 

Developed  exclusively  for  the  funeral  profession,  DEODISPAN  con- 
tains powerful  deodorants  and  disinfectants,  plus  special  detergent 
properties  that  cleanse  more  thoroughly  than  soap  based  compounds. 

Laboratory  tests  prove  conclusively  that  DEODISPAN  accomplishes 
better  than  97%  soil  removal,  plus  maximum  reduction  of  bacterial 
count. 

DEODISPAN  FOR 

POSITIVE  PROTECTION 

*     *     * 

Prove  to  your  satisfaction  that 

DEODISPAN  is  superior  in  every  way  * 

Cleansing  *  Disinfecting  * 
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whereas  such  statements  were  false  or  misleading  since  they  implied  or  rep- 
resented that,  when  used  as  directed,  the  product:  (1)  would  make  dishes  and 
instruments  surgically  clean:  (2)  would  be  an  all  purpose  cleaner  with  power- 
ful germicidal  properties:  (3)  would  provide  maxiniuiii  reduction  -M'  l)acterial 
count  and  be  effective  against  most  types  of  bacterial  and  pathogenic  fungi; 
(4)  would  destroy  bacteria  re.sponsil)le  for  putrelicati(m  :  (.">)  would  be  a  superior 
disinfectant;  and  (6)  would  provide  positive  protection;  whereas,  when  used 
as  directed,  the  product:  (1)  would  not  make  dishes  and  instruments  surgically 
clean;  (2)  would  not  be  an  all  purpose  cleaner  with  powerful  germicidal  prop- 
erties; (3)  would  not  provide  maximum  rediiction  of  bacterial  count  or  be  ef- 
fective against  most  types  of  bacteria  or  pathogenic  fungi;  (4)  would  not  de- 
stroy bacteria  responsible  for  putrertcation ;  ( 5 )  would  not  be  a  superior  disin- 
fectant ;  and  (6)  would  not  provide  positive  protection. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  "DEODI SPRAY''  was  further  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  m  that  the  labeling  borne  by  the  product  stated : 
(Can  label) 

"U  S  Co 

DEODISPRAY 

A  More  Powerful 

DEODORANT  and  DISINFECTANT    ' 

for 

PUTREFACTIVE  AREAS 

*     *     * 

DEODISPRAY 
INSTRUCTIONS 
Hold  container  upright,  point  valve  at  area  to  be  treated  and  press 
button  on  valve. 

Spray  body  thoroughly  with  a  sweeping  motion,  back  and  forth  so 
that  entire  area  is  treated. 

Be  sure  to  turn  body  so  that  front  and  back  as  well  as  both  sides 
are  thoroughly  covered  with  powerful  DEOI  >I  SPRAY'. 
To  deodorize  and  purify  the  air,  (spray  in  .sh<u-t  bursts,  taking  care 
to  reach  all  nooks,  corners,  furniture  and  'pockets'  where  contam- 
inated air  might  remain  stagnant. 

This  pressure-type  container  has  been  designed  to  provide  maxi- 
mum coverage  and  maximum  benefits. 

DEODISPRAY 
PRODUCT 
of  a  HUNDRED  USES  ! 

Positive  Germicide.  Kills  Odors  of  Cancer,  Gangrene,  Ulcers. 
Floaters — Kills  Bacteria  and  Fungi.  Safe  Disinfectant  for  Hands, 
Fabrics,  Bedding,  Clothing,  Dishes.  Protection  against  Body  Mold 
in  Vaults  and  Graves.  Spray  for  Clearing  Room  Atmosphere. 
Sterilizing  Instruments.  Tables.  Floors.  Deodorizing  and  Steriliz- 
ing Waste  Containers,  Garbage  Units.  For  Freshening.  Purifying 
Air  Conditioning  Units.  Relieves  Sunburn,  I'oison  Ivy,  Skin  Rash. 
Eczema,  Insect  Bites  and  Stings. — and  innumerable  other  uses  in 
funeral  establishments,  hospitals,  doctors'  otlices  and  homes." 

(Circular     or     advertisement  "IN  THE  AMBULANCE 

sheet  from  "The  Professional    Keep  a  can  of  DEODISPRAY  (R)  in  the 
Embalmer   )  medicine   kit,    spray    a    few    short   bursts 

before  starting  on  your  pick-up.  to  disin- 
fect and  clear  the  nir.  Y'on'll  be  amazed 
at  the  way  DEODISPRAY  (R)  freshens 
the  air  and  your  patients  will  appreciate 
your  thoughtfulness.  After  the  trip,  spray 
DEODISPRAY  (R)  again  to  dispel  any 
foul  odors  that  have  accunuilated — then 
wasl\  your  equipment  thoroughlv  with 
DEODISPAN  (R)  for  fiu-ther  protection. 
*     *     * 

DEODISPRAY  (R)  literally  explodes 
deadly  bacteria  into  oblivion,  cleanses  and 
purifies  the  air  of  obnoxious  odors 
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AVhereas  .such  statenieuts  were  false  or  luisleadiiig  since  they  implied  or  repre- 
sented that,  when  used  as  directed,  the  product:  (1)  would  sterilize  and  disin- 
fect the  articles  and  surfaces  listed  on  its  labeling;  (2)  would  purify  the  air; 
and  (3)  would  kill  all  bacteria  and  fungi  and  explode  deadly  bacteria  into 
oblivion;  whereas  when  used  as  directed,  the  product :  (1)  would  not  sterilize 
or  disinfect  the  articles  or  surfaces  listed  on  its  labeling;  (2)  would  not  purify 
the  air:  and  (3)  would  not  kill  all  bacteria  or  fungi  or  explode  deadly  bacteria 
Into  oblivion. 

On  July  13,  19."')3,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condenniatiou  and 
forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  products  be  destroyed. 

187.  Lack    of    registration    of    "KRISHELL    DDT-25-EMULSIFIABLE    DDT 

INSECTICIDE,"  and  "KRISHELL  IPC  SELECTIVE  GRASS  KILLER". 
U.  S.  V.  two  50-gallon  drums,  one  50-gallon  drum  containing  40  gallons, 
and  two  5-gallon  drums,  more  or  less,  of  "KRISHELL  DDT-25-EMUL- 
SIFIABLE  DDT  INSECTICIDE",  and  two  5-gallo:i  drums,  more  or  less, 
of  "KRISHELL  IPC  SELECTIVE  GRASS  KILLER".  Consent  decree 
of  condemnation  and  release  under  bond.  (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  199.  I.  D.  Nos. 
25117  and  2.5118.) 

The  products,  "KRISHELL  DDT-2r.-EMrLSIFIABLE  DDT  INSECTICIDE", 
and  "KRISHELL  IPC  SELECTIVE  GRASS  KILLER",  were  not  registered 
under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  July  <S,  19r)2,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Cali- 
fornia, acting  on  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  pra.ving  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  two  50-gallon  drums,  one  50-gallon  drum  containing  40  gallons,  and  two  5-gal- 
lon drums,  more  or  less,  of  "KRISHELL  DDT-2.-)-EMI^LSIFIABLE  DDT 
INSECTICIDE",  and  two  .-)-gallon  drums,  more  or  less,  of  "KRISHELL  IPC 
SELECTIVE  GRASS  KILLER"  at  Tulelake,  Calif.,  alleging  that  the  products 
were  economic  poisons  which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  aboiit  April 
15,  1952.  and  May  5,  19.52,  b.v  the  Krishell  Laboratories.  Inc.,  from  Portland, 
Oreg..  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  I'equired  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

The  Krishell  Laborataries,  Inc.,  of  Portland,  Oreg.,  claimed  ownership  of  the 
products,  requested  their  release  under  bond  for  the  purix)se  :)f  bringing  them 
into  compliance  with  the  act,  and  consented  to  entry  of  a  cond'-innation  decree. 
On  August  22,  1952,  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered 
that  the  products  be  released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 

188.  Lack   of   registration   of   "CED-AIR   DURABLE   PAINT".     U.   S.   v.   287 

2-pound  containers  and  143  .5-pound  containers,  more  or  less,  of  "CED- 
AIR  DURABLE  PAINT".  Consent  decree  of  condemnation  and  release 
under  bond.    ( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  219.    I.  D.  No.  26289. ) 

The  product,  "CED-AIR  DURABLE  PAINT"  was  not  registered  under  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  December  15,  1952.  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  California,  acting  upf)n  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  con- 
fiscation of  287  2-pound  containers  and  143  5-pound  containers,  more  or  less,  of 
"CED-AIR  DI'RABLE  PAINT"  at  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  alleging  that  the  product 
waK  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about 
Novemlier  12,  1952,  by  Ced-Air  Products,  Inc.,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  in  violation  of 
the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

Ced-Air  Products,  Inc.,  of  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  product 
and  requested  its  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  removing  the  product 
from  under  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide 
Act,  and  consented  t<>  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree.  On  February  Ifi,  1953, 
a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be 
released  to  the  claimant  under  bond. 


130  INSECTICIDE,    FUNGICIDE,    AND    RODENTICIDE    ACT    [I.  F.R.N.  J. 

189.  Misbranding  and  adulteration  of  "KREOLE  PINE  Sanitary  Fluid,  De- 
odorant, Disinfectant."  U.  S.  v.  Manhattan  Kreole  Products,  Inc.,  plea 
nolo  contendere  to  count  four  and  counts  one,  two  and  three  dismissed 
on  Government's  motion.  Fine  of  $100.  ( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  168.  I.  D.  Nos. 
22750  and  24240.) 

An  examination  of  samples  of  "KREOLE  PINE  Sanitary  Fluid,  Deodorant, 
Disinfectant"  showed  that  the  product  possessed  no  disinfecting  value  even  in 
its  undiluted  state  and  was  entirely  ineffective  as  a  disinfectant ;  also,  the  in- 
gredient statement  appearing  on  the  label  was  printed  in  such  small  type  and 
was  not  prominently  placed  thereon  with  such  conspicuousness  as  to  render  it 
likely  to  be  read  and  understood  by  the  ordinary  individual  under  customary 
conditions  of  purchase  and  use. 

On  August  8,  1952,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  information  against  the  Manhattan  Kreole  Prod- 
ucts Inc.,  alleging  shipments  in  interstate  commerce,  on  or  about  September  5, 
1950  and  January  22,  1952  from  Brooklyn.  N.  Y.,  to  Jersey  City,  N.  J.,  of  quan- 
tities of  "KREOLE  PINE  Sanitary  Fluid,  Deodorant,  Disinfectant"  which  were 
adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

In  count  one,  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  in  that  the  labeling  borne  on  its  containers  was  false  and 
misleading  since  the  label  stated  in  part : 

"KREOLE 
PINE 

Sanitary  Fluid,  Deodorant. 
Disinfectant 

*     *     * 

One  part  of  Kreole  Pine  to  twenty  parts  of  water  makes  a  milky 
white  solution  that  gives  your  house  hospital  cleanliness.  It  does 
all  the  work  of  soap.  Deodorizes,  leaving  a  pleasant  pine  odor. 
Disinfects  and  helps  rid  your  home  c»f  unseen  germs.  Can  be  used 
wherever  soap  and  water  are  used.  Non-irritating  to  the  skin. 
Coef.  plus  1  when  tested  against  Staph,  aureus  or  E.  Typhosa  20°. 

Active. 

*  *     *•' 

whereas  the  product  had  a  phenol  coetficient  of  less  than  1.0  against  Staph, 
aureus  {8.  aurciix)  and  less  than  1.0  against  E.  typhosa  (8.  typhosa),  and  when 
used  as  directed,  would  not  disinfect  or  help  rid  a  home  of  unseen  germs,  and 
would  be  of  no  value  as  a  disinfectant. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  the  ingredient  statement  appearing  on  the  label  was  printed 
in  such  small  type  and  was  not  prominently  placed  thereon  with  such  conspicu- 
ousness as  to  render  it  likely  to  be  read  and  understood  by  the  ordinary  indi- 
vidual lander  customary  conditions  of  purchase  and  use. 

In  count  two  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  standard  and 
quality  expressed  on  its  labeling,  since  the  labeling  stated  in  part :  "Coef.  plus 
1  when  tested  again.'Jt  Staph,  aureus  or  E.  typbosa  20°. "'  whereas  the  product 
had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  less  than  1.0  against  8taph.  aureus  (8.  aureus)  and 
less  than  1.0  against  E.  typhosa-  (8.  typhosa). 

In  count  three  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  in  that  the  labeling  borne  on  its  containers  was  false  and. 
misleading  since  the  label  stated  in  part : 

"KREOLE 

PINE 

Sanitary  Fluid,  Deodorant, 

Disinfectant 

*  *     * 

One  part  of  Kreole  Pine  to  twenty  parts  of  water  makes  a  milky 
white  solution  that  gives  your  house  hospital  cleanliness.     It  does 
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all  the  work  of  soap.  Deodorizes,  leaving  a  pleasant  pine  odor. 
Disinfects  and  helps  rid  your  home  of  unseen  germs.  Can  he  used 
whenever  soap  and  water  are  used.  Non-irritating  to  the  skin. 
Coef.  plus  1  when  tested  against  Staph,  aureus  or  E.  Typhosa  20°. 
Active. 

He  *  *!> 

whereas  the  product  had  a  phenol  coeflBcient  of  less  than  1.0  against  Staph, 
aureus  {8.  aureus)  and  less  than  1.0  against  E.  typhosa  (8.  typhosa),  and 
when  used  as  directed,  would  not  disinfect  or  help  rid  a  home  of  unseen  germs, 
and  would  be  of  no  value  as  a  disinfectant. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  misbranded  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  in  that  the  ingredient  statement  appearing  on  the  label  was  printed 
in  such  small  type,  and  was  placed  thereon  with  such  inconspicuousness,  as 
to  render  unlikely  it  to  be  read  and  understood  by  the  ordinary  individual  under 
customary  conditions  of  purchase  and  use. 

In  count  four  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  within  the  the 
meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  standard  and 
quality  expressed  on  its  labeling,  since  the  labeling  stated  in  part :  "Coef.  plus 
1  when  tested  against  Staph,  aureus  or  E.  typhosa  20°"  whereas  the  product 
had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  less  than  1.0  against  Staph,  aureus  {S.  aureus)  and 
less  than  1.0  against  E.  typhosa  {8.  typiwsa). 

On  October  20,  1952,  the  defendant  corporation  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  con- 
tendere to  count  four.  Counts  one,  two  and  three  were  dismissed  on  the 
Government's  motion.    The  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100. 

190.  Lack  of  registration  and  lack  of  required  information  on  labels  and  mis- 
branding of  "PEST-0-KIL  VAPOR  INSECT  KILLER  UNITS."  U.  S.  v. 
31,  more  or  less,  "PEST-0-KIL  VAPOR  INSECT  KILLER  UNITS".  De- 
fault decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.    (I.  F.  &  R.  No. 

223.    I.  D.  No.  26659.) 

The  product  "PEST-0-KIL  VAPOR  INSECT  KILLER  UNITS",  consisting 
of  one  vaporizer  and  one  package  labeled  "Ortho  Lindane,"  was  not  registei-ed 
under  the  Federal  Insceticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination 
of  the  product  showed  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  outside  container  of  the  re- 
tail package  did  not  bear  the  name  and  address  of  the  manufacturer,  registrant, 
or  person  for  whom  manufactured ;  or  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure 
of  the  contents :  or  an  ingredient  statement  as  required  by  tlie  act. 

On  February  10,  1953,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Massa- 
chusetts, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  31,  more  or  less,  "PEST-0-KIL  VAPOR  INSECT  KILLER  UNITS",  at  Bos- 
ton, Mass.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been 
transported  interstate,  on  or  about  December  10,  1952,  by  The  Bug-ger  Co.,  from 
Ashland,  Ky.,  in  violation  of  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide 
Act., 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  outside  containers  of  the  retail 
packages  did  not  bear  the  name  and  address  of  the  manufacturer,  registrant, 
or  person  for  whom  manufactured ;  or  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure 
of  the  contents. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  outside  containers  of  the  retail  packages  did 
not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  of 
the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients, 
or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of 
the  inert  inirredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in 
each  classitication,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients. 

On  April  21,  1953,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  default  decree  of  condemna- 
tion and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  be  destroyed. 
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191.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  on  labels  and  misbranding 

of  "PESTGO  UNITS  (MODEL  2)"  and  "PESTGO  UNITS  (LARGE 
SIZE)".  U.  S.  V.  6  cases,  more  or  less,  each  containing  12  "PESTGO 
UNITS  (MODEL  2)",  and  6  cases,  more  or  less,  each  containing  12 
"PESTGO  UNITS  (LARGE  SIZE)".  Default  decree  of  condemnation, 
forfeiture,  and  destruction.  (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  224.  I.  D.  Nos.  24722  and 
24723.) 

The  products  "PESTGO  UNITS  (MODEL  2)"  and  -'PESTGO  UNITS  (LARGE 
SIZE)"  were  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and 
Rodenticide  Act.  Each  "PESTGO  UNIT  (MODEL  2)"  consisted  of  one  Pestgo 
vaporizer  (Model  2)  and  one  Vj-ounce  package  of  Pestg:)  Crystals.  Each 
"PESTGO  UNIT  (LARGE  SIZE)"  consisted  of  one  I'estgo  vaporizer  (large  size) 
and  one  2-ounce  package  of  Pestgo  Crystals.  An  examination  showed  that  the 
labels  on  the  outside  containers  of  the  retail  packages  of  the  products  did  not 
bear  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers, 
or  an  ingredient  statement  as  required  by  the  act. 

On  February  16,  1953,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Maryland, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  6 
cases,  more  or  less,  each  containing  12  "PESTGO  UNITS  (MODEL  2)"  and  6 
cases,  more  or  less,  each  containing  12  "PESTGO  UNITS  (LARGE  SIZE)",  at 
Baltimore,  Md.,  alleging  that  the  products  were  economic  poisons  which  had 
been  transported  interstate,  on  or  about  June  20,  in.'i2,  .luly  3,  19.52,  .July  9,  19.52, 
and  August  21,  1952,  by  Pestgo  Distributors,  from  Richmond,  Calif.,  in  violation 
of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  misbranded  in  that  the  outside  con- 
tainers of  the  retail  packages  of  the  respective  products  did  not  bear  an  in- 
gredient statement  giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  in- 
gredients, together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  or  an 
ingredient  statement  giving  the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the 
inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present 
in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  labels  on  the  outside  containers  of  the  retail 
packages  of  the  products  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or  measure 
of  the  content  of  the  containers  as  required  by  the  act. 

On  April  23,  1953,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to 
destroy  the  products. 

192.  Lack  of  registration  and   misbranding  of  "CLORTON  CLORIZE",  lack 

of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "CLORTON  LILACIDE"  and  lack  of 
registration  and  required  information  on  label  of  "CLORTON  PYNA- 
CIDE  PHENOL  COEFFICIENT  5,  F.  D.  A."  U.  S.  v.  Ben  Van  Etten, 
an  individual.  Plea  of  guilty  and  fine  of  $!00  and  costs.  ( I.  F.  &  R.  No. 
137.    I.  D.  Nos.  19973, 19974,  20233  and  20234. ) 

The  product  "CLORTON  CLORIZE"  was  not  registered  under  section  4  of 
the  act.  The  product  was  mi.sbranded  in  that  the  label  did  not  bear  a  proper 
ingredient  statement.  The  product  was  also  misbranded  in  that  the  direc- 
tions for  use  were  indefinite  and  inadequate  for  the  protection  of  the  public. 

The  product  "CLORTON  LILACIDE"  was  not  registered  under  section  4  of 
the  act.  It  was  misbranded  in  that  the  net  content  was  less  than  claimed  on 
the  label.  It  was  also  misbranded  in  that  the  active  ingredients  were  not 
so  designated,  and  the  name  "clorinated  phenols"  is  indefinite  and  may  he 
misleading. 

The  product  "CLORTON  PYNACIDE  PHENOL  COEFFICIENT  5,  F.  D.  A." 
was  not  registered  under  section  4  of  the  act.  The  product  was  also  in  viola- 
tion in  that  the  active  ingredients  were  not  so  designated,  and  the  label  borne 
by  the  product  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  net  weight  or  measure  of  the 
content. 

On  August  13,  19.52,  the  U.  S.  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  Illinois, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  information  alleging  that  Ben  Van  Etten,  an  individual,  on  or 
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about  January  20,  1949,  October  26,  1949,  January  16,  1950,  and  December 
27,  1948,  respectively,  transported  the  above-named  products  interstate  from 
Benld,  111.,  to  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  and  that  each  of  the  products  was  an  economic 
poison  within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  none  of  the  products  were  registered  with  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  "CLORTON  CLORIZE"  was  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  the  active  ingredient  was  not  so  desig- 
nated, and  the  percentage  of  active  ingredient  was  stated  as  "when  bottled" 
which  is  indefinite  and  may  be  misleading.  It  was  further  alleged  that  the 
product  "CLORTON  CLORIZE"  was  misbranded  in  that  the  labels  stated: 

"C  S  CLORTON  CLORIZE 

FOR  USE  IN 

CHEESE  FACTORIES.  DAIRIES,  MILK  PLANTS,  RESTAURANTS, 

HOTELS,  TAVERNS  AND  SODA  FOUNTAINS 

*  *     * 

GERMICIDE  DISINFECTANT 

MILK  EQUIPMENT — Clean  all  surfaces  thoroughly  before  rinsing 
with  CLORIZE. 

Utensil%  may  be  submerged  for  a  few  minutes,  if  so  desired. 

Use  clean  water  at  all  times  in  making  CLORIZE  solution. 
Water  may  be  either  warm  or  cold. 

Consult  your  local  or  state  authorities  regarding  volume  of 
Chlorine  required  for  Chlorine  Rinse  solutions. 

*  *     *•' 

whereas  the  directions  for  use  were  indefinite  and  inadequate  for  the  protection 
of  the  public,  and  might  be  misleading  since  the  concentration  required  to 
disinfect  was  not  stated. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  "CLORTON  LILACIDE"  was  misbranded  in 
that  the  labels  stated  "ONE  GALLON"  whereas  the  net  volume  was  less  than 
1  gallon.  It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  in  that  the 
active  ingredients  were  not  designated,  and  the  name  "clorinated  phenols"  was 
indefinite  and  might  be  misleading. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  "CLORTON  PYNACIDE  PHENOL  COEF- 
FICIENT 5,  F.  D.  A."  did  not  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  in  that  the 
active  ingredients  were  not  so  designated,  and  the  label  borne  by  the  product 
did  not  bear  a  statement  of  net  weight  or  measiire  of  the  content. 

On  September  14,  1953,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  and  the  Court 
imposed  a  fine  of  $100  and  costs. 

193.  Lack  of  registration,  misbranding,  and  adulteration  of  "HARRIS  PINE 
OIL  DISINFECTANT  *  *  *  COEF.  3"  and  lack  of  registration  and  mis- 
branding of  "FAZT  PINE  OIL  DISINFECTANT  *  *  *  COEF,  5."  U.  S. 
V.  Continental  Soap  Corporation,  a  corporation.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine 
of  $200  and  costs.     (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  212.    I.  D.  Nos.  22189  and  25190.) 

The  products  "HARRIS  PINE  OIL  DISINFECTANT  *  *  *  COEF.  3"  and 
"FAZT  PINE  OIL  DISINFECTANT  *  *  *  COEF.  5"  were  not  registered  under 
the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  examination  of 
the  product  "HARRIS  PINE  OIL  DISINFECTANT  *  *  *  COEF.  3"  showed 
that  the  labels  on  the  containers  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  as  re- 
quired by  the  act.  Further  examination  of  this  product  showed  that  it  had 
a  coefficient  of  less  than  3  and  was  not  a  pine  oil  disinfectant  as  claimed.  An 
examination  of  the  product  "FAZT  PINE  OIL  DISINFECTANT  *  *  *  COEF. 
5"  showed  that  the  labels  on  the  containers  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  state- 
ment as  required  by  the  act. 

The  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois,  acting  upon 
a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States  District 
Court  criminal  information  in  five  counts,  alleging  that  the  Continental  Soap 
Corporation,  a  corporation,  on  or  about  February  6,  1951,  and  January  22,  1952,^ 
transported  interstate,  from  Chicago,  111.,  to  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  and  Omaha, 
Nebr.,   the  products  "HARRIS  PINE  OIL  DISINFECTANT  *  *  *  COEF.  3" 
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and  "FAZT  PINE  OIL  DISINFECTANT  *  *  *  COEF.  5,"  and  that  the  prod- 
ucts were  economic  poisons  within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 

In  count  one  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  "HAKRIS  PINE  OIL  DISIN- 
FECTANT *  *  *  COEF.  3"  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

In  count  two  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  act  in  that  its  labels  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the 
name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together  with  the  total 
percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  names 
of  each  of  the  active  and  eacli  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order 
of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in  each  classification,  together  with  the  total 
percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients. 

In  count  two  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  further  misbranded  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  tlie  labels  stated 

'HARRIS 

PINE  OIL 

DISINFECTANT 

*  *     * 

COEF.  8" 

which  represented  or  implied  that  the  product  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  3  and 
that  the  product  met  the  requirements  of  the  accepted  trade  standard  for  pine 
oil  disinfectants,  to  wit.  Commercial  Standard  (W>-38,  which  requires  pine  oil 
disinfectants  to  contain  no  mineral  oil  and  not  more  than  10  percent  of  water, 
whereas  said  product  contained  mineral  oil  and  more  than  10  percent  of  water. 
In  count  three  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  in  that  the  labels  stated 

"HARRIS 
PINE  OIL  DISINFECTANT 

*  *     * 

COEF.  3" 

which  represented  or  implied  that  the  product  had  a  phenol  coefficient  of  3  and 
that  the  product  met  the  requirements  of  the  accepted  trade  standard  for  pine 
oil  disinfectants,  to  wit.  Commercial  Standard  ti9-38,  which  requires  pine  oil 
disinfectants  to  contain  no  mineral  oil  and  not  more  than  10  percent  of  water, 
whereas  said  product  contained  mineral  oil  and  more  than  10  percent  of  water. 

In  count  four  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  "FAZT  PINE  OIL  DISINFECT- 
ANT *  *  *  COEF.  5"  had  not  been  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

In  count  five  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  "FAZT  PINE  OIL  DISINFECT- 
ANT *  *  *  COEF.  5"  was  misbranded  in  that  its  labels  did  not  bear  an 
ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active 
ingredients,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  or  an 
ingredient  statement  giving  the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the 
inert  ingredients  in  the  descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  present  in 
each  classification,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingi-edients. 

On  March  11,  1953,  a  plea  of  guilty  was  entered  and  a  fine  of  $200  and  costs 
was  imposed. 

194.  Lack  of  registration  of  "I-KAY  INSECT  KILLERS"  and  "GENUINE 
LINDANE  FOR  I-KAY  (INSECT  KILLER)".  U.  S.  v.  23  "I-KAY 
INSECT  KILLERS",  more  or  less,  and  forty-four  1 -ounce  packages,  more 
or  less,  of  "GENUINE  LINDANE  FOR  I-KAY  (INSECT  KILLER)". 
Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.  ( 1.  F.  &  R. 
No.  200.    I.  D.  Nos.  25439  and  25440. ) 

The  products  "I-KAY  INSECT  KILLERS"  and  "GENUINE  LINDANE  FOR 
I-KAY  (INSECT  KILLER)",  were  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

On  July  IS,  1952,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Rhode  Island, 
acting  uix)n  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  23  "I-KAY 
INSECT  KILLERS",  more  or  less,  and  fortv-four  1-ounce  packages,  more  or  less, 
of  "GENUINE  LINDANE  FOR  I-KAY  (INSECT  KILLER)",  at  Providence, 
R.  I.,  alleging  that  the  products  were  economic  poisons  which  had  been  trans- 
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ported  interstate  on  or  about  June  11,  1052  and  June  18,  1952,  by  the  Boston 
Metal  Products  Company  from  Boston,  Mass  ,  in  violation  of  tlie  act. 

It  was  alleged  tliat  the  products  were  not  registered  with  tlie  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

On  March  16,  1958,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  products  be  destroyed. 

195.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "Automatic  INSECT-0-SHADE". 

U.  S.  V.  1,194  units,  more  or  less,  of  "Automatic  INSECT-0-SHADE"; 
100  leafllets,  more  or  less,  bearing  the  statement  "An  Amazing  New 
Invention  *  *  *";  and  100  circulars,  more  or  less,  captioned  "AUTO- 
MATIC INSECTICIDE  A  Revolutionary  New  Invention".  Decree  of 
condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.  (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  230.  I.  D. 
No.  26898.) 

The  product,  •'Automatic  INSECT-O-SHADE"  was  not  registered  under  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Funuicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

An  examination  of  the  product  showed  that  the  labels  borne  by  the  con- 
tainers did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement. 

On  June  19,  1953,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Nebraska, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United  States 
District  Court,  a  libel  pra.ving  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of 
1,194  units,  more  or  less,  of  '"Automatic  INSECT-O-SHADE"  and  accompanying 
material  at  Omaha,  Nebr.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison 
which  had  been  tran.sported  interstate  on  or  about  May  5,  19.53  by  Universal 
Supply  Company,  Inc.,  from  Faribault,  Minn.,  in  volation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
-Agi'iculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  in  that  its  labels  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  and 
percentage  of  each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  total  percentage  of  the 
inert  ingredients  in  the  product,  or  an  ingredient  statement  giving  the  name  of 
each  active  ingredient,  together  with  the  name  of  each  and  total  percentage  of 
the  inert  ingredients  in  the  product. 

On  July  17,  1953,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  product  and  accom- 
panying material  be  destroyed. 

196.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  on  label  of  "FLYDYZER" 

(Vaporizer)  and  one  1-ounce  package  of  "FLYDYZER  GAMMAMATIC 
FLY  AND  INSECT  CONTROL  INSECTICIDE  No.  49494".  U.  S.  v.  699 
cartons,  more  or  less,  each  containing  one  "FLYDYZER"  (Vaporizer) 
and  one  1-ounce  package  of  "FLYDYZER  GAMMAMATIC  FLY  AND 
INSECT  CONTROL  INSECTICIDE  No.  49494:  and  1,500  leaflets,  more 
or  less,  bearing  the  statement  "FLYDYZER  KILLS  Flies  .  Roaches  . 
Mosquitoes  .  Ants  .  Gnats  .  Flying  Moths  And  All  Other  Insects". 
Consent  decree  of  condemnation  and  release  under  bond.  (I.  F.  «&  R.  No. 
191.     I.  D.  No.  24849.) 

The  product  "FTvYDYZER"  (Vaporizer)  and  one  1-ounce  package  of  "FLY- 
DYZER GAMMAMATIC  FLY  AND  INSECT  CONTROL  INSECTICIDE  No. 
49494"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenti- 
cide Act  and  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  carton  did  not  bear  the 
name  and  address  of  the  manufacturer,  registrant,  or  person  for  whom  manu- 
factured as  required  by  the  act. 

On  June  2,  1952,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Florida,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  699  cartons,  more  or  less,  each  containing  one  "FLYDYZER"  (Vaporizer)  and 
one  1-ounce  package  of  "FLYDYZER  GAMMAMATIC  FLY  AND  INSECT  CON- 
TROL INSE(^TICIDP:  No.  49494" :  and  1.5(»()  leaflets,  more  or  less,  bearing  the 
statement  "FLYDYZER  KILLS  Flies  .  Roaches  .  Mo.squitoes  .  Ants  .  Gnats  . 
Flying  Moths  And  All  Other  Insects",  at  Miami,  Fla.,  alleging  that  the  product 
was  an  economic  ix)ison  which  had  been  transported  interstate  on  or  about  April 
30,  1952  and  May  8,  1952  by  Rajak  Mfg.  Co.,  from  Tipp  City,  Ohio,  in  violation 
of  the  act. 
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It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  failed  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the 
act,  in  that  the  labels  affixed  to  the  containers  of  the  product  did  not  bear  the 
name  and  address  of  the  manufacturer,  registrant,  or  person  for  whom  manu- 
factured. 

The  Amrex  Corp.,  of  Miami,  Fla.,  claimed  ownership  of  the  product,  requested 
its  release  under  bond  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  it  into  compliance  with  the 
act,  and  consented  to  the  entry  of  a  condemnation  decree. 

A  consent  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered  on  April  27,  1953  and  amended 
August  4,  1953,  providing  that  the  packages  of  insecticide  be  released  under  bond 
to  the  claimant,  and  that  the  vaporizers  and  leaflets  be  forfeited  to  the  United 
States  of  America,  and  that  the  cups  which  were  intended  to  be  used  as  part  of 
the  vaporizers  be  delivered  to  the  Federal  Keformatory  for  Women  at  Alder- 
son,  W.  Va. 

197.  Lack  of  registration  of  "CHEMICAL  REFILL  for  the  INSECT-MASTER 

AUTOMATIC  INSECTICIDE  VAPORIZER".  U.  S.  v.  ninety-one  1- 
ounce  packages,  more  or  less,  of  "CHEMICAL  REFILL  For  the  INSECT- 
MASTER  AUTOMATIC  INSECTICIDE  VAPORIZER".  Default  decree 
of  condemnation  and  forfeiture,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  seized  prod- 
uct be  released  to  the  Virginia  Department  of  Agriculture,  Richmond,  Va, 
(I.  F.  &  R.  No.  234.     I.  D.  No.  28001.) 

The  product  "CHEMICAL  REFILL  For  the  INSECT-MASTER  AUTOMATIC 
INSECTICIDE  VAPORIZER"  was  not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide, 
Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act. 

Ou  August  24,  1953,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Virginia,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  ninety-one  l-oimce  packages  mure  or  less,  of  "CHEMICAL  REFILL  For  the 
INSECT-MASTER  AUTOMATIC  INSECTICIDE  VAPORIZER",  at  Richmond, 
Va.,  alleging  that  the  product  was  an  economic  poison  which  had  been  transported 
interstate  ou  or  about  July  16.  1953  by  Associated  Pfoducts  Inc.,  from  Pittsburgh, 
Pa.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

On  September  16,  1953,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  default  decree  of  con- 
demnation and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  confiscated 
and  condemned  product  be  released  to  the  Virginia  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Richmond,  Va. 

198.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  on  label  and  misbranding 

of  "DALAMAR-X  FLY  KILLER"  Units  and  "REFILL  for  DALAMAR-X 
FLY  KILLER."  U.  S.  v.  11  "DALAMAR-X  FLY  KILLER"  Units,  more 
or  less,  and  thirty  V2-0Z.  packages,  more  or  less,  of  "REFILL  for  DALA- 
MAR-X FLY  KILLER."  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture, 
and  destruction.    (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  2.38.     I.  D.  No.  27681.) 

The  products,  "DALAMAR-X  FLY  KILLER"  Unit  consisting  of  one  vaporizer 
and  one  container  of  "REFILL  for  DALAMAR-X  FLY  KILLER,"  and  the  sepa- 
rate containers  of  "REFILL  for  DALAMAR-X  FLY  KILLER."  were  not  regis- 
tered under  the  Federal  Insecticide.  Fungicide,  and  Iiodenticide  Act. 

The  label  on  the  outside  containers  or  wrappers  of  the  retail  packages  of  the 
"DALAMAR-X  FLY  KILLER"  Unit  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  net  weight  or 
measure  of  the  contents  of  tlie  container  or  an  ingredient  statement. 

On  September  16,  1953,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Washington,  acting  upon  a  report  l>y  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  con- 
fiscation of  11  "DALAMAR-X  FLY  KILLER,"  Units.  n)ore  or  less,  and  thirty 
1/2-oz.  packages,  more  or  less,  <if  "REFILL  for  DALAMAR-X  FLY  KILLER,"  at 
Spokane,  Wash.,  alleging  that  the  prodiicts  were  ecniiomie  poisons  whV-h  had  been 
transported  interstate  on  or  about  July  22,  1953  by  Fly  Doom,  Inc.,  from  Vallejo, 
Calif.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  were  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 
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It  was  further  alleged  that  the  label  on  the  outside  containers  or  wrappers  of 
the  retail  packages  of  the  product,  "DALAMAR-X  FLY  KILLER"  Unit  was  in 
violation  of  the  act  in  that  it  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  the  net  weight  or 
measure  of  the  contents  of  the  containers. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  product,  "DALAMAR-X  FLY  KILLER"  Unit, 
was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  the  label  of  the  outside 
containers,  or  wrappers  of  the  retail  packages  did  not  bear  an  ingredient  state 
ment  giving  the  name  and  percentage  of  each  of  the  active  ingredients,  together 
with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients,  or  an  ingredient  statement 
giving  the  names  of  each  of  the  active  and  each  of  the  inert  ingredients  in  the 
descending  order  of  the  percentage  of  each  i)resent  in  each  classiflcation,  together 
with  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients. 

On  November  12,  1953,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  default  decree  of  con- 
demnation and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was 
ordered  to  destroy  the  products. 

199.  Lack  of  registration  and  required  information  on  label  of  "FLY-BYE" 

Units  and  '  "FLY- BYE"  INSECTICIDE.'  U.  S.  v.  9  "FLY-BYE"  Units, 
more  or  less,  and  nine  I'/z-oz.  packages,  more  or  less,  or  '"FLY-BYE" 
INSECTICIDE.'  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  de- 
struction.    ( I.  F.  &  R.  No.  239.     I.  D.  No.  26576. ) 

The  products,  "FLY-BYE"  Unit,  consisting  of  one  vaporizer  and  one  package 
of  '  "FLY-BYE"  Fly  and  Insect  Killer'  and  '  "FLY-BYE"  INSECTICIDE,'  were 
not  registered  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act, 
and  an  examination  of  the  product  "FLY-BYE"  Unit  showed  that  the  label  on 
the  outside  container  of  the  retail  package  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  the  net 
weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  container. 

On  September  14,  1953,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  Iowa,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  United 
States  District  Court,  a  libel  praying  seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation 
of  9  "FLY-BYE"  TTnits,  more  or  less,  and  nine  IVo-oz.  packages,  more  or  less,  of 
'"FLY-BYE"  INSECTICIDE",  at  Des  Moines,  Iowa,  alleging  that  the  products 
were  economic  poisons,  which  had  l)een  transported  interstate  on  or  about  Janu- 
ary 30,  1953,  by  General  Manufacturing  and  Distributing  Company,  from  Quincy, 
Mich.,  in  violation  of  the  act. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  products  wei'e  not  registered  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  required  under  section  4  of  the  act. 

It  was  further  alleged  that  the  label  on  the  outside  containers  of  the  retail 
packages  of  the  product,  "FLY-BYE"  Unit,  did  not  bear  a  statement  of  the  net 
weight  or  measure  of  the  contents  of  the  container. 

On  October  26,  1953,  no  claimant  having  appeared,  a  decree  of  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  the  United  States  Marshal  was  ordered  to 
destroy  the  products. 

200.  Lack  of  registration  and  misbranding  of  "BARCO  12%  B.  H.  C.  DUST 

CONCENTRATE."  U.  S.  v.  Barco  Chemicals,  Inc.,  a  corporation.  Plea 
of  guilty.    Fine  of  $500.    (I.  F.  &  R.  No.  228.    I.  D.  Nos.  20599  and  25250.) 

The  product  "BARCO  12%  B.  H.  C.  DUST  CONCENTRATE"  was  not  regis- 
tered under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act.  An  analysis 
of  the  product  showed  that  it  contained  an  average  of  6.38  percent  of  the  gamma 
isomer  of  benzene  liexacliloride  and  48.30  percent  of  other  isomers  of  Itenzene 
hexachloride  instead  of  12  percent  of  the  gamma  isomer  of  benzene  hexachloride 
and  74  percent  of  other  isomers  of  benzene  hexachloride  as  claimed  on  the  label. 

On  May  1,  1953,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  Iowa, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Ignited  States 
District  Court  information  against  Barco  Chemicals,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  alleging 
that  on  or  about  August  28,  1951,  the  firm  shipped  from  Des  Moines.  Iowa,  to 
Sweetwater,  Tex.,  quantities  of  an  economic  poison  known  as  "BARCO  12%o  B. 
H.  C.  DUST  CONCENTRATE"  in  violation  of  the  act. 

In  count  one  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  not  registered  with  the  Secre- 
tai-y  of  Agriculture  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act. 

In  count  two  it  was  alleged  that  the  product  was  misbranded  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  act  in  that  its  label  stated  in  part : 
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'BARCO 
12%  BHC 
DUST  CONCENTRATE     *     *     * 
ACTIVE  INGREDIENTS: 

Gamma  Ist)mer  of  Benzene  Hexachloride 12% 

Other  Isomers  of   Benzene  Hexachloride 74% 

INERT 14% 

TOTAL 100%   *  *   *" 

which  implied  or  represented  that  the  product  contained  12  percent  of  the  gamma 
isomer  of  benzene  hexachloride,  74  percent  of  other  isomers  of  benzene  hexa- 
chloride, and  not  more  than  14  percent  of  inert  ingredients,  whereas  the  product 
contained  less  than  12  percent  of  the  gamma  isomer  of  benzene  hexachloride, 
less  than  74  percent  of  other  isomers  of  benzene  hexachloride,  and  more  than  14 
percent   of   inei't    ingredients. 

In  count  three  it  vA'as  alleged  that  the  product  was  adulterated  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  in  that  its  strength  or  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard 
or  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  since  its  labeling  stated  in  part: 

"ACTIVE   INGREDIENTS: 

Gamma  Isomer  of  Benzene  Hexachloride 12% 

Other  Isomers  of  Benzene  Hexachloride 74% 

INERT  INGREDIENTS 14%" 

which  implied  or  represented  that  the  product  contained  12  percent  of  the  gamma 
isomer  of  benzene  hexachloride,  74  percent  of  other  isomers  of  benzene  hexa- 
chloride, and  not  more  than  14  percent  of  inert  ingredients,  whereas  the  product 
contained  less  than  12  i)ercent  of  the  gamma  isomer  of  benzene  hexachloride, 
less  than  74  percent  of  other  isomers  of  benzene  hexachloride.  and  more  than  14 
percent  of  inert  ingredients. 

On  October  23,  19r)3,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  counts  one  and 
two,  and  count  three  was  dismissed.  A  fine  of  $350  was  imposed  under  count 
one  and  $150  under  count  two.    C-ourt  costs  were  assessed  in  the  aniount  of  $38.40. 
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